i SOCIAL PROFLE OF MEMBERS 
AND LEADERS, 1919-49 


filled with new information and new 
insights’ - Gerhard L Weinberg 


THE NAZI PARTY 
A Social Profile of Members and Leaders 1919-1945 


Michael H. Kater 


© Michael H. Kater 1983 


Michael H. Kater has asserted his rights under the Copyright, Design and Patents Act, 
1988, to be identified as the author of this work. 


First published in 1983 by Harvard University Press. 


This edition published in 2016 by Albion Press Ltd. 


For Jane Fair and Frank Falco, composers, teachers, and jazz musicians par excellence, 


whose artistry and friendship are a constant source of inspiration 


Table of Contents 


ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

ABBREVIATIONS 

INTRODUCTION 

I— SOCIAL COMPOSITION OF THE NAZI PARTY’S RANK AND FILE 1919-1945 
1 — THE BEGINNING 

2 — THE MIDDLE YEARS 

3 — THE RISE TO POWER 

4 — THE PEACEFUL PERIOD 

5 — THE WAR YEARS 

6 — SOCIAL PROFILE OF THE RANK AND FILE 

II — SOCIAL PROFILE OF THE NAZI PARTY’S LEADERSHIP CADRES 1919-1945 
7 — THE EARLY YEARS TO POWER 

8 — PEACETIME 

9 — WARTIME 

10 — SOCIAL PROFILE OF THE LEADERS 

CONCLUSION 


ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 


In 1973-74 I was in Munich on sabbatical leave. An old friend from Heidelberg days, 
Professor Wolfgang Schieder, now at the University of Trier, asked me to participate in a 
panel he was organizing for the West German Historical Association meeting in 
Brunswick in October 1974. I was to speak on changes in the social composition of the 
Nazi movement during Hitler’s coming to power. Out of my paper for the Brunswick 
conference — a preliminary examination of occupations and classes chiefly in the Nazi 
party membership — grew further articles over the next eight years: articles on the SS, on 
the Brown Shirts, on the Hitler Youth, and on the party itself, always with a view to 
comparing the social structure of each group with that of the general population and 
finding out what had motivated these particular Germans to become followers of Hitler 
when they did. 


My resolve to collect material for this book and finally write it was, in part, the 
consequence of the encouragement of friends and colleagues in Canada, the United States, 
West Germany, and Austria. Richard Bauer, then acting director of the Berlin Document 
Center, opened the vaults of that massive archive to me until his untimely death in 
February 1976. The present director, Major Daniel P. Simon, could not have been more 
helpful in later years. His two assistants, Werner Pix and Egon Burchartz, ably guided me 
through the impressive records. In assembling my statistical data there, 1 was loyally 
aided for two summers by Hans Oppermann of the Toronto Goethe Institute. Archivists in 
more than thirty West German and Austrian archives advised and assisted me as my 
research proceeded, among them, first and foremost, Dr. Heinz Boberach of the Federal 
Archive in Koblenz. I was fortunate to have the opportunity to peruse many books and 
articles in the well-stocked Munich Institute of Contemporary History, where Professor 
Martin Broszat and Hellmuth Auerbach looked after me. In addition, I made use of the 
large bibliographical collection in the Bavarian State Library. Most of the printed material 
came to me through the good offices of York University’s interlibrary loan service, whose 
three marvelous and never-tiring experts, Mary Hudecki, Susan Partridge, and Gary 


MacDonald, deserve my gratitude. 


The research for this book involved the gathering of machine-read-able mass data, 


computer processing, and multiple statistical analyses, an extremely time-consuming and 
expensive process. I could not have attempted it without funding and institutional support. 
The Killam Program of the Canada Council (Ottawa) freed me from all academic 
responsibilities for two years and provided more than generous research funds. Also very 
supportive in a variety of ways were the Guggenheim Foundation (New York), the 
Alexander von Humboldt-Stiftung (Bonn), the Grants and Leave Fellowship programs of 
the Canada Council (Ottawa), and the Social Science and Humanities Research Council of 
Canada (Ottawa). York University has consistently been magnanimous, notably in 


supporting computer programming and technology. 


Special thanks must go to Rolf and Helga Steffensmeier of Wiedenbriick, West 
Germany, who year after year faithfully provided me with a dependable automobile that 
enabled me to accomplish the complex, geographically widespread research within 


relatively short time spans. 


Many scholars have helped me research this book. Their advice has been not only 
thematic, technical, and bibliographical, but also supportive, inspiring, and morale- 
boosting. For the sake of brevity I can only mention those who have aided me most 
significantly. They are Geoffrey Barraclough, Gunnar C. Boehnert, Gerhard Botz, Werner 
Conze, Hans-Werner Gensichen, John R. Gittins, Richard F. Hamilton, Ernst Hanisch, 
Eike Hennig, Georg G. Iggers, Konrad H. Jarausch, Hartmut Kaelble, Bruce Kidd, Peter 
R. Knights, Jurgen Kocka, George L. Mosse, Albert D. Mott, Nobuo Noda, Gerhard A. 
Ritter, Ronald Rogowski, Wolfgang Schieder, Lawrence D. Stokes, Henry A. Turner, Jr., 
and Hans-Ulrich Wehler. 


A few scholars have gone beyond the call of duty to facilitate the publication of this 
book. Gerhard Arminger and Michael Cowles shared their expert knowledge of statistics 
and computer technology. Three distinguished experts in the field of Nazi studies have 
read all or parts of the completed manuscript and have made valuable suggestions for 
improvement: Hans Mommsen, Gerhard L. Weinberg, and especially William S. Allen, 
who also commented intelligently on parts of the ongoing research during an American 


Historical Association annual meeting in Dallas years ago. 


Words of thanks are due to the people who helped me write and produce this book. 
Katarina Rice of Harvard University Press proved to be a very perceptive and sympathetic 
editor; she was a joy to work with. Dorothy and Leonard C. Whitney’s editorial guidance 
at an earlier stage was invaluable; they themselves know best what they have done to 


improve the manuscript. Finally, Aida D. Donald, editor for the social sciences at Harvard 


Press, must be thanked, not only for her awesome professionalism but also for her 


patience, constant admonition, and personal encouragement over the years. 


Any scholar with a wife and two pre-teenage daughters knows what it means to write a 
book and try to keep the family together at the same time. My younger daughter, Anja, 
was born in Toronto on the very same day I returned from that historic conference in 
Brunswick in the fall of 1974. Since then, the patience of Barbara, Eva, and Anja Kater 


has defied any attempts at description. 


The assistance of many individuals has enabled me to publish this book. I am grateful to 
all of them. Although I have benefited from their understanding, criticism, and advice, 
they cannot be held responsible for any mistakes the book may still contain. That 


responsibility is mine alone. 


ABBREVIATIONS 


ADGB: Allgemeiner Deutscher Gewerkschaftsbund; General German Trade Union 
Afa: Allgemeiner freier Angestelltenbund; General free White-Collar Workers’ Union 
BDM: Bund Deutscher Mädel; League of German Girls 


BNSDJ: Bund Nationalsozialistischer Deutscher Juristen; League of National Socialist 


German Jurists 
BVP: Bayerische Volkspartei; Bavarian People’s Party 
DAF: Deutsche Arbeitsfront; German Labor Front 
DAP: Deutsche Arbeiterpartei; German Workers’ Party 
DDP: Deutsche Demokratische Partei; German Democratic Party 
DHV: Deutscher Handlungsgehilfen-Verband; German Shop Clerks’ Association 
DNVP: Deutschnationale Volkspartei; German National People’s Party 
DVP: Deutsche Volkspartei; German People’s Party 
HJ: Hitlerjugend; Hitler Youth 
KdF: Kraft durch Freude; Strength through Joy 
KPD: Kommunistische Partei Deutschlands; Communist Party of Germany 


KVD: Kassenarztliche Vereinigung Deutschlands; Association of German Health 


Insurance Physicians 
NPEA: Nationalpolitische Erziehungsanstalten; National Political Training Schools 


NS-Hago: Nationalsozialistische Handels-, Handwerks-und Gewerbeor-ganisation; 


National Socialist Tradesmen’s and Craftsmen’s Association 


NSBO: Nationalsozialistische Betriebszellenorganisation; National Socialist Shop 


Organization 


NSDAP: Nationalsozialistische Deutsche Arbeiterpartei; National Socialist German 
Workers’ Party 


NSDStB: Nationalsozialistischer Deutscher Studentenbund; National Socialist German 


Student Union 
NSLB: Nationalsozialistischer Lehrerbund; National Socialist Teachers’ League 


NSS: Nationalsozialistischer Schiilerbund; National Socialist Upper-School Students’ 


League 
NSV: Nationalsozialistische Volkswohlfahrt; National Socialist People’s Aid 
OKH Oberkommando des Heeres; Army High Command 
RAK: Reichsarztekammer; Reich Physicians’ Chamber 
RDB: Reichsbund der Deutschen Beamten; Reich League of German Civil Servants 
RF: Reichsführung; Reich Leadership 
RNS: Reichsnährstand; Reich Nutrition Estate 
SA: Sturmabteilungen; Stormtroopers 
SPD: Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands; Social Democratic Party of Germany 


USPD Unabhängige Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands; Independent Socialist 
Party of Germany 


WHW: Winterhilfswerk; Winter Aid 


INTRODUCTION 


Exactly half a century ago Adolf Hitler’s National Socialist German Workers’ Party 
(NSDAP) assumed political power in Germany. Earlier histories of the Nazi party have 
dealt with its political, economic, or institutional aspects, but most of them have not 
attempted to determine its social structure.[1] The purpose of this book is to describe the 
party’s structure and to provide a social profile of both its general following and its 
leadership cadres for the period 1919-1945. Such an analysis should empirically test the 
widespread conception that the Nazi party was preeminently a lower-middle-class 
phenomenon, an assumption that, if simply taken for granted, would impede the progress 
of scholarly investigation into the class-related origins and subsequent history of National 
Socialism.[2] 


The comparative method was employed in constructing the social profile of the Nazi 
party. The structure of the peer group or groups of the Nazi party was compared, as 
directly as possible, with the structure of German society as a whole, by using the social 
system of the Reich as a backdrop against which to view the party profile. Information on 
the German nation was obtained from the Reich censuses of 1925, 1933, and 1939; data 
on the NSDAP were drawn mainly from the party’s membership lists and official 


publications pertaining to both members and leaders.[3] 


The comparison is based on the principle of inequality, which has been used by 
sociologists since the time of Marx, Sombart, and Weber as the most reliable means for 
determining what is called social ranking or stratification.[4] This principle assumes the 
existence of differences in the quality of life experienced by the various groups or 
segments that make up the social hierarchy. Obviously, the identification of these groups 
(both the major groups, or social “classes,” and the subgroupings of which they are 
composed) is a major task. Valid criteria for judging status must be used, criteria (such as 
occupation or inherited wealth) on which a scholarly consensus exists. The same set of 


criteria has of course been applied both to the population as a whole and to the Nazi party. 


For the purposes of this study, German society during the first half of the twentieth 
century is perceived, in accordance with Max Weber’s models, as a three-layered, 


hierarchical construct comprising, in a vertical array, as in a pyramid, a very large lower 


layer (called the “lower class”), a somewhat smaller middle layer (the “lower middle 
class”), and a very small upper layer (the “upper middle class” or “elite”).[5] These layers 
consist of groupings of people that are based primarily on occupation; in other words, 
occupation is the chief criterion of hierarchical status. This primary criterion or variable 
— occupation — may itself be weighted according to the type of training or education 
required for it, as well as the expertise connected with it. It may, furthermore, be evaluated 
in terms of prestige, which depends not only on training but also on the nature of the work 
performed (for example, whether it is done indoors or outdoors) and on the remuneration 
it commands. All of these factors relating to occupation — training or education, 
expertise, nature of the work, and remuneration — are important in determining the 
vertical ranking of the occupations. They determine the arrangement of these occupations, 


and hence of the individuals who perform them, in the three-layered construct of society. 


The upper layer of this trichotomy is further affected by three criteria that are not related 
to occupation: inherited wealth, titled birth, and political power. Inherited wealth was and 
still is a time-honored mark of high standing. Titled birth was for centuries synonymous 
with power in European society, but after World War I it became little more than a symbol 
of historic prestige; yet, though merely suggesting power, it continued to carry weight. A 
hypothetical (but typical) case of a young man born into the lower nobility of imperial 
society will illustrate this point. He joined the army at the height of World War I and by 
virtue of his high social station instantly received an officer’s commission. After 
demobilization, however, since he had neither a trade nor a higher education and his 
family had lost its fortune, he was obliged to accept the precarious existence of a traveling 
salesman. But eventually, solely because of his name, he was elevated to the well-paid 
position of manager.[6] The third and last mark of high status is access to political power. 
This type of distinction was bestowed upon a number of German workers and craftsmen 
who had become trade union officials or Social Democrats and who suddenly found 


themselves holding the reins of government after the revolution of 1918.[7] 


Two important questions arise in connection with the vertical division of society into a 
lower class, a lower middle class, and an upper middle class or elite (including the 
aristocracy). First, is it accurate to use the word “class” in this way? And second, how 
were these classes related to the historical lower, middle, and upper classes of eighteenth- 


and nineteenth-century German society? 


In answer to the first question, “class” is used only for lack of a better term: 


unfortunately, since Marx’s day, the word has been so inflated ideologically that it has lost 


its original nonpolemical connotation of “estate,” as in the “Third Estate” of eighteenth- 
century France. But Marx viewed society dichotomously; he drew the line between the 
classes of the powerful and of the powerless, between the exploiters and the exploited. In 
his analysis, the second class would eventually overthrow the first. Hence his concept of 
class always contained an antagonistic quality. For these reasons it would be better to use 
the word “layer,” or Schicht, but this would not be practical. It should be understood, 
however, that the meaning of Schicht is implied whenever the term “class” is employed in 
this book. 


To answer the second question, the three classes treated in this study must be seen in 
sociohistorical perspective. It is not too difficult to relate the lower class to its historical 
antecedents, but the historical predecessors of the middle and upper layers of the pyramid 


are more complex. 


The lower class is vaguely coterminous with the lower classes of nineteenth-century 
Germany, which Marx within his dialectical frame of reference called the proletariat, or 
propertyless workers. Since Marx, however, the term “lower class” has predominantly 
denoted blue-collar wage earners in the broad sense. Refinements of meaning abound 


beyond the general category.[8] 


The general term “middle class” or Mittelstand can be traced back to the late eighteenth 
century, when it was used to refer to the healthy center core of society. This included the 
preindustrial workers, or craftsmen, and, by geometric logic, excluded both the social 
outcasts below (criminals, vagrants, and “dishonorable” professionals such as prostitutes 
and gravediggers) and the elite above (the socially and politically powerful).[9] Later, 
after the 1848-49 revolution, Mittelstand was applied to all those above the workers; it 
included primarily the independent tradespeople, merchants, artisans, and peasants, as 
well as, to a lesser degree, the liberal (academic, learned) professionals and entrepreneurs. 
Later still, the growing number of white-collar employees and civil servants (of any but 
the highest ranks) were also identified as middle class. At the beginning of the twentieth 
century German social scientists singled out those white-collar clerks and bureaucrats as 
the Neue Mittelstand (new middle class) in contradistinction to the Alte Mittelstand (old 
middle class) of the self-employed. This division between new and old amounted to the 
creation of a classifying device indicating horizontal separation. The order it meant to 
establish did not imply a ranking on a scale of values but rather a formal, nominal ranking 
based on two fundaments, operation and function, and the device was applied solely to the 


middle class. Yet it posed a problem because at that time the middle class was generally 


understood to be a stratum located between an upper and a lower layer, and the principle 
of horizontal subdivision seemed out of place in the vertical or pyramidal model. 
Moreover, the difficulties of conceptualizing the divisions in German society were 
compounded when the middle-class members of the twentieth-century elite continued to 
be counted among the Mittelstand. 


Another complication was the division of the middle class into the Oberer (upper) and 
the Unterer (lower) Mittelstand. This theoretical device, first used by Gustav Schmoller at 
the end of the nineteenth century, definitely separated the liberal professionals, the 
wealthy entrepreneurs, and the members of the higher bureaucracy (insofar as they had not 
already been included among the ruling elite) from the rest of the middle class. It moved 
them closer to the historic upper class with which they had become increasingly identified 
during the second half of the nineteenth century. At the same time, of course, this new 
view changed the horizontal pattern of categorization back to a vertical pattern, resulting 
in a lower middle class that was composed, on the one hand, of small and intermediate 
merchants, independent craftsmen, and peasants (the self-employed — the Alte 
Mittelstand), and, on the other, of small and medium employees and civil servants (the 
salary-dependent — the Neue Mittelstand). 


As for the upper layer of German society, in the pre-Marxian epoch the original German 
upper class had been the ruling elite — that is, the aristocracy. In the course of time, 
however, the professionals, who were initially counted among the classical nineteenth- 
century Mittelstand, became more prominent and more visible in German society. They 
excelled because they combined the two characteristics of Bildung and Besitz. Bildung, 
meaning higher (though not necessarily formal) education, can also be translated as 
“refined knowledge” or “cultivation,” and it qualified its holder for the higher 
occupations; Besitz simply means property. Toward the end of the nineteenth century, the 
social and political importance of the aristocracy diminished in direct proportion to the 
social elevation of the professionals (Besitz-und Bildungsbürgertum), who had emerged 
during the revolution of 1848-49 but showed an even sharper profile during the 
Wilhelmine phase, in post-1871 German history. By 1914, this new professional, 
entrepreneurial, and administrative elite with varying degrees of inherited or acquired 
wealth was clearly discernible as an “upper bourgeoisie,” and it ranged almost alongside 
the traditional ruling elite of aristocratic lineage. During the Weimar Republic (according 
to many sociologists) this group detached itself from its lower-middle-class neighbors and 
became the self-contained upper middle class.[10] At the same time the former 


aristocracy, having lost both its political power and its traditional privileges through the 


neutralization of titles (1918), began to merge with the upper middle class to form the new 


cream of society — the social, cultural, and economic elite.[11] 


This broad, historically grounded view of the German class system in the early twentieth 
century will serve as the basis of the structural analysis in this study. In summary, it 
supports the tripartite, vertical division of Weimar and Third Reich society into a lower 
class, approximating the German term Unterschicht; a lower middle class, the Unterer 
Mittelstand, including both the Neue and the Alte Mittelstand; and the elite, comprising the 


Oberer Mittelstand and the former aristocracy. 


Each of the three classes can be divided into occupational subgroups. The lower class 
contains three subgroups: (1) unskilled workers; (2) skilled workers whose skills were 
generically related to the traditional or newer artisanal crafts (craft workers or craftsmen); 
and (3) other skilled workers. In the lower middle class there are six subgroups: (4) master 
craftsmen, that is, independent, self-employed artisans; (5) independent professionals who 
were not academically trained; (6) lower and intermediate employees; (7) lower and 
intermediate civil servants; (8) self-employed merchants; and (9) self-employed farmers, 
vintners, and fishermen. Finally, the elite includes five subgroups: (10) managers; (11) 
higher civil servants, who usually had a university education; (12) academically trained 
professionals; (13) senior upper-school and university students; and (14) entrepreneurs. 
The number ascribed to each of the subgroups in a class is not intended to give it any 


particular rank within that class. 


These diversified subgroups have already been defined within their historical settings by 
an earlier generation of historians, sociologists, and statisticians. The greatest definitional 
problems have arisen in connection with the overlappings between groups and 
consequently between classes. In selecting the occupational subgroups for this study, 
definitions have been sought that, especially in the borderline cases, will meet with the 
greatest possible scholarly consensus. Nevertheless, as Theodor Geiger warned in 1932, 


mistakes in this procedure cannot be ruled out, and not everyone will be satisfied.[12] 


The occupational labels and the numbers of gainfully employed (in the case of students, 
eventually employable) persons in the following subgroups were obtained from the 1933 
German census and census-related statistical records (showing a total of just over 27 


million such persons of both sexes) and from the Nazi party membership lists. 


Everybody appearing as a laborer on the census and party lists fell naturally into 
subgroup 1 (unskilled workers), because the occupation of laborer or worker hardly ever 


implied either training or acquired skills. Also included under this rubric were semiskilled 


workers, household servants, and agricultural laborers, as well as miners and persons such 
as hardeners (Hdrter) whose occupational label connoted a type of operation that did not 


require training or expertise. 


Whenever it was provable, or even conceivable, that a worker might have undergone 
formal training in order to acquire a journeyman’s certificate or a master craftsman’s 
diploma, he was transferred to subgroup 2, that of skilled (craft) workers, as were 
apprentices in the same trades. Also assigned to subgroup 2 were the more traditional 
types of skilled artisans who need not have acquired either one of these diplomas, such as 
bakers and smiths, whose crafts had become firmly established in precapitalist times. 
Finally, this subgroup includes jobs connected with industrialization (which gained ground 
rapidly after the unification of Germany in 1871) that developed an artisanal character 
either because they incorporated diversified types of formal training on the traditional 
pattern or because they made it possible for individuals to be employed in a workshop. 
Two examples of such workers were the machine-fitter (Maschinenschlosser) and the 


electrician (Elektromechaniker). 


The third subgroup (other skilled workers) is made up of blue-collar occupations that 
could not be linked to the trades but nevertheless entailed a certain degree of 


specialization based on training and experience, such as the foremen among miners. 


It is assumed that the members of the three subgroups of the lower class possessed a 
certain amount of the class consciousness or pride that is implied by Marx’s notion of the 
proletariat. But their class consciousness was much more closely allied to their desire for 
economic betterment than to any scheme for overthrowing the higher classes. Generally, a 
worker’s class consciousness prevented him from being upwardly mobile. Workers were 
usually more interested than were the members of the other two classes in the mundane 
side of life, typically spending more money on food and beer and enjoying popular forms 


of recreation such as soccer.[13] 


In the early 1900s Georges Sorel in France and Robert Michels in Germany touched off 
a controversy as to the feasibility of classifying the most highly trained and specialized 
workers — the “labor aristocracy” — as members of the lower middle class rather than the 
lower class. The existence of a labor aristocracy cannot be denied, but it is difficult to 
identify such a subgroup. For, although the criteria of high skills and concomitantly high 
wages might suggest that these people belonged to the lower bourgeoisie, their subjective 
class mentality, if it were measurable, would clearly militate against such ranking. 


Contemporary, as well as the more recent, scholarly wisdom holds that such people should 


be classified among the workers — that is, as members of the lower class.[14] 


The first subgroup of the lower middle class (4) consists of the independent master 
craftsmen. These master craftsmen, who were close to the labor aristocracy of the working 
class, could descend into that class if they lost their status of self-employment as the result 
of industrialization. On the other hand, if they received an unusually large income or 
owned a sufficiently large production shop, they could rise into the elite, with wealth 
serving as the decisive criterion of status. Master craftsmen, in fact — as well as the entire 
lower middle class — were distinguished by this potential for extremely negative or 


extremely positive social mobility.[15] 


These self-employed artisans, traditional members of the old middle class, had economic 
independence in their own shops (by virtue of their ownership of the means of 
production), as well as employer status and the independent ability to market their own 
products. Thus many of their socioeconomic interests were identical to those of the self- 
employed merchants (subgroup 8); and for the sake of sociohistorical analysis the two 
subgroups have often been treated together as Kleine und Mittlere Gewerbetreibende 
(small and intermediate businessmen), or Gewerblicher Mittelstand.[16] Further, it is 
difficult for the researcher who comes upon artisanal designations on the Reich statistical 
rosters or in the Party membership lists to know how to differentiate between the wage- 
earning craftsmen (subgroup 2) and the independent or master craftsmen (4).[17] For the 
purposes of this study, all craftsmen — such as bakers and machine-fitters — were 
initially counted as one integral, horizontally defined social unit.[18] They were later 
divided vertically into two groups according to a formula, proposed during the mid-1920s, 
by which 36.6 percent of all craftsmen in the Reich, approximately 1.32 million, were 
self-employed. As an example, 36.6 percent of all bakers on the lists were assumed to 
have been master craftsmen (subgroup 4), and the rest were treated as skilled (craft) 
workers (subgroup 2). Since this formula had to be applied to both the highly aggregated 
data in the population records and the more diversified data in the Nazi membership 
samples, a certain degree of bias was incorporated in the construction of both subgroups. 
Though this was regrettable, it was preferable to the bulk treatment of all artisans, self- 


employed or wage earners, as a self-contained, homogeneous body.[19] 


Nonacademic professionals constitute subgroup 5. Generally, they defy classification by 
the standards of either the new or the old middle class; but if anything they belong more in 
the latter. Midwives, masseurs, master builders, and dentists not educated at a university 


were typical of this subgroup, as were certain kinds of engineers, artists, and writers. 


Engineers’ names on the Nazi lists that lacked the affix Diplom.-Ing. or Dr.-Ing., which 
connoted academic schooling, were automatically included in this group. In the case of the 
census records, however, the total mass of engineers was trisected according to a formula 
based on type of education or training. University-trained engineers were ranked with the 
academic professionals in subgroup 12 of the elite class (they could also have been treated 
as managers); polytechnic-trained (professional) engineers were classified with subgroup 
5; and technicians with subgroup 6 (lower and intermediate employees).[20] The figures 
for artists, actors, musicians, and singers on the statistical records were prorated, one-third 
being allocated to subgroup 12 (elite), and two-thirds to subgroup 5. All dancers were 
assigned to subgroup 5. In the Nazi membership lists, however, the division of these 
occupations was linked, somewhat arbitrarily, to the region of residence. If an artist or 
musician came from a large city (having at least 100,000 inhabitants), he was ranked with 
subgroup 12 (elite); and all others were ranked with subgroup 5.[21] 


The sixth subgroup is made up of the lower and intermediate (petty) employees who 
formed the bastion of the new middle class. By definition they were salaried and thus 
dependent for their livelihood on merchants, entrepreneurs, large corporations, or 
municipal or state administrations.[22] On the archival lists and records they were 
typically designated as salesmen or saleswomen, shop clerks, office clerks, and, within the 
category of technical employees, technicians (Techniker) or foremen (Werkmeister). 
Marxist scholars have always insisted that such white-collar workers belong to the 
working class, since they are economically dependent on an employer.[23] Yet not only 
did the white-collar workers branch off historically from the mass of blue-collar workers 
(laborers) in the nineteenth century and hence develop different socioeconomic interests, 
but in the early twentieth century the majority of them emphatically resented being 
confused with the working class.[24] Largely engaged in quasi-intellectual rather than 
physical tasks, they felt much more akin to their slightly more elevated new-middle-class 
cousins, the lower civil servants (subgroup 7), whose job tenure, gradated promotion and 
pay schedule, and governmental authority they envied.[25] These petty employees took 
pride in the way they dressed, which usually was not merely white-collar but actually 
fastidious (consider the dapper salesmen in today’s department stores), and in what they 
considered to be a sophisticated life-style. In this area they strove to emulate their 
employers and to foster close relationships with them during the working hours. Upwardly 
mobile in principle, they aspired to become employers themselves, or (if they were 
women) employers’ wives through hypergamy, or civil servants. But sometimes their 


potentially negative mobility carried them downward to the working class from which 


many of them had come. It was because they were often so familiar with the workers’ 
milieu that they so heartily eschewed it.[26] 


Just as the lower and intermediate employees worked against the intrusion of ordinary 
laborers into their ranks, so did the lower and intermediate civil servants (subgroup 7) 
work against intrusion by petty employees. In addition to job tenure, a logical, scaled 
system of salaries, and symbols of authority such as uniforms, these administrators 
(coincident with the second stratum of the new middle class) were blessed with pension 
and social insurance benefits as well as universally recognized titles and ranks. Moreover, 
the attainment of a certain rank brought the secure feeling that the next rung on the 
professional ladder would be reached within a calculable period of time. This element of 
rationality inherent especially in modern (post-1871) German bureaucracy infused the 
consciousness of even the lowliest state servant with professional pride. Because of their 
fixed scale of ranks, the occupations of the civil servants are among the easiest to 
categorize.[27] 


Subgroup 8 is composed of the merchants, pillars of the old middle class, who could be 
easily distinguished from both the workers and the large-scale entrepreneurs (subgroup 14, 
in the elite). The description Kaufmann (merchant) on membership lists and in census 
records clearly refers in most cases to independent shopkeepers (including innkeepers) 
who marketed natural or manufactured products or rendered services in accordance with 
the rudiments of rationality on which modern capitalism relies. It was more difficult to 
spot the cases in which commercial employees, such as the proverbial Handlungsgehilfen 
(shop clerks), had upgraded themselves on the Nazi party rosters by changing their status 
description to Kfm., short for merchant.[28] How often this was done is not known, as no 
mechanism was available to screen such entries; consequently, the group of Nazi 
merchants may have been smaller than the files suggest, and that of petty employees 
correspondingly larger. All that can be done is to indicate the margin of error that the 
statistical method permits. The opposite error was also possible, resulting in insufficient 
upgrading, but here an adjustment was attempted through the use of income or wealth as a 
Status criterion. For instance, a very high volume of trade, a costly inventory (in wholesale 
businesses), or the independent control of considerable investment input (garage and 
service facilities in the case of an automobile dealership) might single out certain 
merchants as entrepreneurs rather than Kleine or Mittlere Gewerbetreibende, and thus 
align them with the elite. For reasons of professional self-esteem, such people invariably 
identified themselves accordingly by using indications like wholesaler or car dealer. But in 


the Reich statistical records, where no such differentiating method was used, the 


entrepreneurs were unavoidably lumped together with ordinary merchants and dealers. 
Because of this defect, yet another formula was employed by which 2.6 percent was 
deducted from the total number of merchants in the census and added to the number of 
entrepreneurs (subgroup 14).[29] 


Self-employed farmers, fishermen, and vintners, all of the old middle class, composed 
the last subgroup (9) of the lower middle class. In this case, when the Nazi party files were 
being used for research, only the head of the family was counted. Entries such as farmer’s 
son were treated as “no job indication,” as was family help.[30] As in the case of the 
wealthier merchants in the previous subgroup, 2.6 percent of all the farmers in the census 
records were assumed to have been large landowners and were counted as entrepreneurs. 
No adjustment was necessary for the large Nazi landowners, who cited their occupation 


accurately on the party lists.[31] 


As for the third main group, the elite, the managers (subgroup 10) must be linked 
generically to the white-collar workers of the new middle class, for they were simply those 
salaried employees who had reached the top — the most responsible positions in 
businesses of appreciable size. Typically, they were men of the twentieth century and, in 
Germany, their numbers increased after World War I with the founding of large cartels and 
trusts. So far, this occupational subgroup, the German manager (Prokurist, Direktor, or 
Geschäftsführer), has hardly been subjected to sociological analysis, and in the West 
German Federal Republic, Leitende Angestellte (business executives) are only now being 
recognized as a separate social group with justifiable claims to special privileges, such as 
generous social insurance.[32] Because managers have been found to resemble 
entrepreneurs (owners) in life-style, political and economic philosophy, and frequently in 
income — in fact, the lines between them in terms of functionality have often been 
excessively blurred — sociologists have often treated them collectively as “business 
leaders.” [33] 


The higher civil servants in the next subgroup (11), while sharing many of the basic 
characteristics of their humbler colleagues (subgroup 7), usually stood apart from them 
because of a university degree (or, alternately, an aristocratic family background and 
attendant wealth), or because of executive duties and concomitantly higher pay. A part of 
this group consisted of upper-school (Gymnasium) teachers, many with doctorates, and of 
university lecturers and professors. The tenured full professors were the cream of the elite 
during the Weimar Republic and until well after World War II; but whether they held this 
status during the Third Reich is open to question.[34] 


Similar in structure and social character to these higher-ranking bureaucrats were the 
self-employed, academically trained professionals (subgroup 12). The German 
intelligentsia has often been portrayed as outside the class system. But such an 
interpretation would be valid only under two conditions: if the professionals for lack of an 
indigenous money supply had fallen to subsocietal depths and hence become part of the 
Lumpenproletariat; or if the intellectuals, forming a creative intelligentsia, were, by virtue 
of their critical distance from society, freewheeling, suspended above class lines.[35] In 
any case, in this study they will be treated formally, no matter what their income, ideology, 
or life-style, as members of the upper middle class, or the elite. This subgrouping of 
professionals includes physicians, lawyers, architects, and the various doctors of letters or 
science who had their own consulting firms, like the proprietors of an engineer’s 
consulting firm or a chemical laboratory.[36] The profession of engineer, however, 
presented definitional problems. Academically educated engineers were easy to find in the 
party listings because they always identified themselves as such by using the appropriate 
suffixes. (Title-conscious Germans were apt to use whatever high-sounding label was 
defensible, as is still the case particularly in Austria.)[37] But an Ing.-Grad. — that is, a 
professional engineer graduated from a technical college ranking below a university — 
would simply have called himself Ingenieur. Technicians (Techniker), on the contrary, 
were not difficult to identify. In dealing with the census records, a fairly reliable formula 
of 1930 was used to determine the number of engineers at each professional level. Out of 
the total number of about 200,000 engineers, 60,000 were estimated to have been Diplom- 
Ingenieure, 90,000 In-genieure (grad.), and 50,000 technicians.[38] 


In German society, upper-school and university students customarily belong to the social 
elite, because of the prestigious and well-paying professions they may look forward to 
after graduation.[39] University students were naturally not included in the census records 
of gainfully employed persons, but since they represented a social segment that lent itself 
easily to class assignment, statistical figures on students were culled from tables for 1933 
published by the Statistisches Reichsamt and were added to the census figures to form 
subgroup 13.140] University students, as well as a handful of senior upper-school students, 


were also found in the party files. 


The last subgroup (14) of the elite is the entrepreneurs. For German society as a whole, 
2.6 percent of all the merchants, farmers, owners, and leaseholders on the census rolls 
were presumed to have been in the highest income bracket. And in the party lists, they 
were readily identified by the titles they gave themselves: factory owners (Fabrikanten), 


entrepreneurs (Unternehmer), wholesale dealers (Grosshändler), and estate owners 


(Gutsbesitzer). This subgroup can be equated with Theodor Geiger’s “capitalists,” 


although his category is somewhat larger numerically than the one arrived at here.[41] 


This detailed analysis of 27,047,899 socially classifiable persons of both sexes in 
Germany in 1933 results in the following class breakdown:[42] 


Class Number Percent 
Lower 14,758,322 54.56 


Lower middle 11,537,226 42.65 


Elite 752,301 2.78 


The percentage of 54.56 for the lower class may seem relatively high, but it is not so 
large as Karl Martin Bolte’s figure would have been for 1933 — 59.9 percent — if his 
study (like this one) had omitted family help from the arithmetic.[43] Conversely, the 
percentage of 2.78 for the elite appears somewhat low in comparison with other counts or 
estimates; still, it is not totally out of line. For the West German society of 1958-59, 
Harriett Moore and Gerhard Kleinig found that 6 percent of the population ranked 
themselves with the “upper crust” (Oberschicht) and the “upper middle crust” (Obere 
Mittelschicht). Ralf Dahrendorf recently fixed on an elitist figure of 5 percent for the 
postwar European societies, “according to the criteria of prestige, of income and of 
influence.” Morris Janowitz calculated an upper-class portion of 4.6 percent for West 
German society in 1955. For Weimar society, Carl Dreyfuss mentioned 3.3 percent. 
Geiger’s (“capitalist”) designation of the elite, which was based on the testing of 


theoretical concepts by empirical research, produced a percentage of only 0.84.[44] 


Thus far, in laying the groundwork for this book on the social profile of the Nazi party, 
attention has been paid to the class groupings and occupational subgroups of the whole 
German society, as based, in the main, on the census of 1933. This has been done because 
sociographic data about the general population are needed to provide the backdrop, or 
norms, against which to view and analyze the sociography of the Nazi party.[45] 
Comparable data on the party were drawn from several types of sources. One was a 
fragmented Nazi membership list for the fall of 1923, comprising 4,726 cases, which was 
augmented by primary data printed in secondary sources.[46] The second was a 
representative sample of 18,255 cases, all of them Nazi members during the period from 


1925 to 1945, selected systematically from the Nazi Party Master File in the Berlin 


Document Center. (This file, about 80 percent complete, contains the membership cards 
for several million National Socialists; altogether there are approximately 8.5 million 
cards in two separate but overlapping sets.) Of these 18,255 cases, only 15,343 could be 
used to compare Nazi class structure with the structure of German society as revealed by 
the Reich statistical (census) data. The rest had to be discarded for lack of classifiable 
characteristics; this category included party functionaries, members with no job indication, 
the unemployed (only two such entries were found for the entire time span), pensioners, 
and housewives (2,912 /V).[47] But these remaining cases could still be used whenever 
any of four specific variables were in question: sex, age, year of NSDAP entrance, and 


size of region. 


The third type of party source was the lists of self-contained local or regional groups of 
party members and functionaries. Their names either had been published by entrenched 
Nazis in semiofficial commemorative chronicles after January 1933 or were discovered in 
the West German archives. Such lists usually showed the Nazis’ names and party numbers 
and sometimes their places of residence. Hence it was necessary to search further for 
information regarding each candidate’s occupation and date of birth, as well as to verify 
the time of party entrance and place of abode during that period. This was done, through 
very time-consuming and costly processes, in the Berlin Document Center. Data were 
collected in this fashion for “party comrades” from Bochum, Thuringia, and other venues, 
for Gauleiter (regional party leaders), for Kreisleiter (district party chiefs), and for various 


other groups in the party hierarchy. 


On the basis of these data gathered from Nazi party sources, five variables were 
established for use in statistical analysis. The first variable, sex, was easily created on the 
fundament of candidates’ Christian names. The second, occupation, was more 
problematical because of the difficulties inherent in self-evaluation. As the candidates 
entered their names on the membership lists, they naturally indicated their professions to 
the Nazi record keepers according to their subjective status image, which usually, but not 
always, coincided with the objective fact. Some highly specialized workers, for instance, 
wishing perhaps to impress the functionaries of a party that craved recognition as a labor 
movement, represented themselves as only Arbeiter (subgroup 1) rather than as 
Handwerker (2 or 4). Conversely, some candidates styled themselves merchants when in 
reality they were only sales clerks.[48] The third variable was residence, which included 
three subdivisions arranged according to size. The first, large city, comprised all towns 
with a population of over 100,000; the second, small town, was composed of those having 
between 10,000 and 100,000 inhabitants; and the third, country, was applied to 


communities of less than 10,000 people. This division resulted in a relatively facile coding 
procedure, which permitted quick perception of the size of towns from compactly 
published census records that excluded all places with a population below 10,000.[49] The 
system proved to be useful because it showed up the gradations between the least and the 
most populous areas, and hence made clear the differences resulting from regional 
peculiarities. As one critic has recently argued, a somewhat finer grid might have been 
even more useful.[50] The fourth and fifth variables were the year of entrance into the 
Nazi party and the age at the time of entrance. The latter was computed on the basis of 
information about members’ dates of birth, readily available in the Berlin Document 


Center files. 


Besides setting up variables to be used in statistical analysis, it was necessary to use a 
prosopographical approach in order to answer many questions relating to the development 
of the National Socialist party as a social phenomenon. Naturally, a simple listing of the 
occupations found in the party at any given period would not have sufficed; it was also 
desirable to know something about the motives of the men and women who signed up as 
members in varying strengths over time to make for a very irregular growth of the party 
from 1919 to 1945 (figure 1). Because this information was not contained in the raw data 
presented in tables or figures, it was essential to turn to selected primary documents, such 
as private letters and official memoranda. Several of these were found in the post-World 
War II anthologies, some even in translation; but the great majority had to be sought from 
archives, mostly in West Germany. Memoirs published after 1933 by “Old Fighter” (Alte 
Kampfer) Nazis with distinguished records as pioneers of the movement in the “Time of 
Struggle” (Kampfzeit), 1919-1933, contributed important details to the composite picture 
of social makeup and psychological motivation. Questions regarding the role of women in 
the party, which have never before been asked with any degree of thematic consistency, 
were posed, and some of them were at least partially answered. An explanation of the age 
factor, as it affected the party’s development from the earliest beginnings to the end, also 
had to be part of the exercise. And finally, something previously untried and hence of 
special significance was an analysis of the leadership strata along sociological lines. To 
what extent, it was asked, did the sociography of the Nazi functionaries differ from that of 


the Nazi rank and file? 


In view of the incomplete nature of the existing social histories of the Nazi party, two 


particular problem areas have been given special consideration. 


First, every facet of the sociology of the Nazi movement prior to 1933 (prior to Hitler’s 


coming to power) has always been treated either in close correlation with, or through 
heavy concentration on, voting behavior before that year. One reason for this has been the 
relative accessibility of data pertaining to the Weimar Republic’s regional and national 
elections. Although it has been valid to attempt such analyses, it has often been wrongly 
assumed that sociographic trends based on voting behavior may be readily used to make 
inferences about the characteristics of the party’s membership structure. The likelihood of 


such a congruence does exist, but it has never been empirically proved.[51] 


The second problem is related to the first. It has been the fashion to characterize the pre- 
1933 Nazi party, on the basis of electoral statistics, as a “typical” lower-middle-class 
phenomenon, and even to imply that the other classes represented in it were negligible. 
[52] From this conclusion the axiom was derived that the lower middle class exhibited 
propensities for fascism, and, as a corollary, that fascism could be identified by the sum 
total of lower-middle-class characteristics, as shown, for instance, by a specific code of 
behavior or cultural pattern. Although it cannot be denied that classes in Germany were 
distinguishable by traits of collective mentality — an assumption that will be put to use in 
this study — one must beware of the a priori equation of sociocultural attitudes and 
political preferences.[53] More care is needed in examining both the lower class and the 
elite in their relation to the National Socialist movement. “Historical evidence shows,” 
wrote the pioneering scholar Wolfgang Sauer in 1967, “that support of fascism may not be 
confined to the classical elements of the lower middle class (Mittelstand — peasants, 
artisans, small businessmen, and so forth), but may extend to a wide variety of groups in 
the large field between the workers on the one hand and big business, the aristocracy, and 
the top levels of bureaucracy on the other.”[54] Testing the validity of that statement and 
furnishing still more of what Sauer calls the “historical evidence” are two of the most 


important concerns of this book. 


I— SOCIAL COMPOSITION OF THE NAZI PARTY’S RANK AND 
FILE 1919-1945 


1 — THE BEGINNING 


1919 TO THE BEER HALL PUTSCH 
NOVEMBER 1923 


Part I of this book investigates the social composition of the rank and file of the Nazi 
party from its beginning in 1919 to Hitler’s downfall in 1945. This aspect of Nazi party 
history can best be examined by dividing the party’s history into five periods: 1919-1923, 
1923-1930, 1930-1933, 1933-1939, and 1939-1945. In the first period the Nazi party got 
its start, developed promisingly in Bavaria, and fell victim to Hitler’s abortive Putsch 
against the German government in November 1923. In the second period Hitler managed 
not only to resurrect the Nazi party but also to enlarge and develop it beyond the narrow 
confines of the state of Bavaria. In the third period the party’s growth appeared to be 
greatly aided by the economic depression that affected all of Germany at the beginning of 
the 1930s. The end of this period also marked the end of the National Socialist “Time of 
Struggle,” which coincided with the life span of the Weimar Republic. In January 1933, at 
the beginning of the fourth period, Hitler was not only the leader of a mass party but also 
the head of the national government. Because his party was the official, monopolistic state 
party of the Third Reich, its social composition underwent certain changes. Further 
changes occurred in the fifth and last period, from 1939 to 1945, when the party had to 
endure the pressures of a world war and finally to struggle for survival — a struggle that 


was lost even before the Nazi act of capitulation to the Allied victors on May 8, 1945. 


The analysis in this chapter assigns each of several thousand known Nazis to one of the 
fourteen occupational subgroups that made up the three social classes in Germany 
between the world wars. The outcome is a series of percentages that indicate, when set 
against the occupational and class structure of German society as a whole, whether the 
subgroups and classes were overrepresented or underrepresented in the party in relation to 
their representation in the entire population. To enhance this statistical analysis, discussion 
centers on the reasons why certain of the occupational and class groupings in Germany 
were attracted to the Nazi party while others were not. Data on party members have been 
drawn from fifteen membership lists; eight of these pertain to the Munich chapter, two to 


the Reich as a whole, and the rest to the Nazi chapters in five South German towns: 


Rosenheim, Passau, Landshut, Mannheim, and In-golstadt. 


THE WORKERS 


When the German Workers’ Party (DAP) was founded by tool-maker Anton Drexler and 
his fellow workers in the Munich railway workshops on January 5, 1919, its name clearly 
indicated that it would appeal especially to the German working class.[55] There is 
convincing evidence that the DAP’s leadership — which after September 1919 included a 
twenty-nine-year-old Austrian, Adolf Hitler — was at great pains to attract workers not 
only in Munich and its environs (the center of party activity) but also in the industrial 
areas to the North and West.[56] That large numbers of workers attended Nazi party rallies 
and membership meetings in Munich and its hinterland from 1919 on is amply 
documented by both contemporary government records and private eyewitness accounts. 
[57] In North and Northwest Germany the appeal began in 1920, when, incidentally, the 
DAP’s name was changed to National Socialist German Worker’s Party (NSDAP). In that 
year workers in Dortmund in the industrialized Ruhr Valley were attracted to the party; in 
1921 members came from Hattingen, not far from Dortmund, and the rubber works of 
Hanover in Lower Saxony. In 1922 workers in Hagen, again in the Ruhr district, joined 
up. In the same year working-class members of Nazi chapters were reported in Gottingen, 
and in the North Sea port of Bremen a local paper informed its readers in November that 


workers were flocking to the new Nazi movement “in droves.”[58] 


If, in the first few years of the party’s existence, the Nazi leaders in Munich were not 
entirely satisfied with the modest progress they were making among the workers, this was 
due mainly to the party chiefs’ peculiar concept of the working class in German society 
and of what its socioeconomic objectives should be.[59] Their views stood in marked 
contrast to the philosophy of traditional Marxism, embodied in the political catechisms of 
the leftist parties of the early Weimar Republic, the Social Democrats (SPD) and the more 
militant Independent Socialists (USPD) and Communists (KPD). Although the SPD had 
long forsaken Marx’s and Engels’s more orthodox ideal of the political class struggle, all 
the leftists subscribed to the idea of achieving social betterment by such economic means 
as labor strikes.[60] The Nazis, by contrast, resisted the idea of an economic division of 
society into exploiters and exploited. In place of such an economically based class 
struggle, whose reality and necessity they denied, they visualized a contest that would be 
determined by biological criteria: the pure-blooded “Aryan” Germans abused by racially 


“alien” Jews.[61] Racist anti-Semitism was thus at the basis of the Nazi definition of the 


worker, a definition that was officially echoed in the party’s program of February 24, 
1920. (This, the so-called Feder Program, had been drawn up by Drexler, Hitler, and the 
crank economist Gottfried Feder.) In principle, the worker was anybody who was of 
unadulterated German blood and who toiled, with his brain or his hand, to make an honest 
living. The natural enemy of the worker was not the historic captain of industry or the 
heavy-industrialist tycoon of more recent times but rather the Jewish banker or petty 
dealer who was thought to live unproductively by collecting interest on the money he had 
craftily garnered from honest German folk. The Feder Program as well as Hitler’s 
speeches earmarked the exponents of “finance capital” as the purveyors of “interest 
slavery.” Every good German, including by implication the “worker of the hand,” was 
viewed as having been “enslaved.” [62] 


These planks in the Nazi platform, which neither recognized the German workers’ 
historical heritage nor did anything to further their rightful claims against capitalists and 
the bourgeois class, were ill received by many. The Feder Program did not satisfy the 
workers with political grievances, including those who were clamoring for the recapture of 
the colonies. No more did it satisfy those with economic grievances: “profit-sharing in the 
great industries” (paragraph 14 of the Program), a goal that was well out of reach, seemed 
decidedly unrealistic to most German workers. Nor would these workers have benefited 
from the leasing of chain stores to small businessmen (paragraph 16); on the contrary, 
working people welcomed the price advantages that rationalization and large-volume 
buying in the five-and-ten stores had afforded them in the past. And “interest slavery” was 
a term that meant nothing to people who were not accustomed to borrowing and thus had 


no recollection of having been forced into making exorbitant interest payments.[63] 


In actuality, the average worker was in no danger from the Jews, the purported 
instigators of interest bondage. The worker simply did not understand the Nazis’ 
association of Semitism with high-volume capitalism and undue profit gains. He did not 
find himself in danger of seduction by international Jewry, whose representatives he did 
not even recognize, except, perhaps, for those at the helm of the unions, and the union 
leaders were generally trusted. The worker rarely read Jewish-controlled newspapers, and 
if he did, it was beyond his capabilities to determine in what sense they were “Jewish” and 
why, by virtue of that fact, they were “bad.” He could not visualize “Judas, the World’s 
Enemy” (Drexler’s phrase), who had supposedly been preying on the workers of Europe 
since the outbreak of the Great War. The more firmly the German worker was entrenched 
in one of the traditional leftist parties, the less time he had for racism and anti-Semitism, 


which, as Franz Neumann has said, were substitutes for the class struggle.[64] 


As for the issues dearest to the workers’ hearts, the Nazi party’s position did it more 
harm than good. The NSDAP remained ambivalent on the question of unions, approving 
of them only as corporate institutions without economic or political bargaining power. On 
the question of industrial strikes, the Nazi leaders tended toward noninvolvement, 
avoiding any hard-line policy. At a time when the German labor scene was highly volatile, 
when the workers were constantly ready to strike, such an insecure stance almost 
amounted to political self-defeat among the proletariat.[65] On this issue, as on others, it 
was far better for the workers to stay with the traditional parties, in particular the SPD and 
the small but growing KPD. As Theodor Geiger astutely observed in 1932, socialism of 
the Nazi type could not catch on with the bulk of the workers: they had long been 
accustomed to varieties of “concrete socialism” that offered them far more than Nazi 
theory.[66] And repeated Nazi attacks against Marxist parties and “Bolshevism” could do 
nothing to change their allegiance.[67] 


What, then, about the workers who actually did join the Nazi party between 1919 and 
1923? Where did they come from, why did they join, and how many of them were there? 
Workers began to join the Munich party in 1919, before Hitler was a member. The lower 
class as a whole was always underrepresented in the NSDAP (compared with its 
representation in the total population in 1933: 54.56 percent), but the two subgroups of 
skilled workers — who in terms of mentality and living conditions were close to the lower 
middle class — tended to be overrepresented, and the subgroup of unskilled laborers 
tended to be underrepresented. 


The fluctuations that occurred in the strength of the workers’ contingents between 1919 
and 1923 could not be called statistically meaningful, and there does not appear to have 
been a preponderance of country laborers over city workers, or vice versa. It is certain, 
however, that these Nazi workers viewed the NSDAP as a right-of-center alternative to the 
SPD or the KPD and that they fitted the model of Drexler and Hitler. They were men of 
nationalist leanings with peculiar, ingrown prejudices against Jews; they were 
disenchanted (like the well-known “social imperialist” August Winnig) with Marxist 
ideology and practice as seen in the leftist parties; and they were proud of the title 
“worker” as opposed to “proletarian.” [68] Above all, a goodly number of them must have 
harbored hopes of upward social mobility that were not typical of their class. They may 
have partially fallen prey to the gradual process of “embourgeoisement,” which was so 
poignantly described by the sociologist Robert Michels in the early twenties. Having 
adopted parts of the value system of the lower middle class, these workers could not help 


suffering from certain maladies characteristic of that group, such as a marked propensity 


toward ultranationalism, which the Nazis happened to cater to. In all probability, these 
were the “better workers” to whom a Munich police report of September 1920 referred — 
people with proved skills, well established in their occupations, but possibly afraid of 
falling back into a more impoverished and much more class-conscious proletariat.[69] On 
the whole, then, although the NSDAP from 1919 to 1923 contained a considerable number 
of members from the working class, it was not by any means a workers’ party, as Drexler 


and perhaps even Hitler might have fancied it to be. 


THE LOWER MIDDLE CLASS 


National Socialism has been presented as a prototypical lower-middle-class phenomenon 
in the scholarly literature of the West. Since World War II the most authoritative exponent 
of this thesis has been the U.S. political scientist Seymour Martin Lipset.[70] To date, 
there is not much empirical evidence to substantiate this view for the period preceding the 
Putsch of November 1923. The data do reveal that a number of typical lower-middle-class 
occupations, notably those of master craftsman and merchant, tended to be 
overrepresented in the NSDAP, and that the lower-middle-class character of the party was 
strengthened when farmers started to join the Nazi movement in 1922-23. Further, the 
figures for Munich in 1920-21, Ingolstadt in 1922-23, and the Reich (mainly South 
Germany) in the autumn of 1923, which show that more than half the members of the 
party in those areas came from the lower middle class, strongly suggest that this class was 


overrepresented in the party as a whole. 


The urban, and later also the small-town and rural, merchants and artisans (craftsmen) of 
the old middle class were a substantial source of strength for the early party. These 
occupational subgroups (4 and 8) had begun to suffer economically during World War I, 
when their shop assistants had been drafted and their profits had dwindled in the wake of 
price controls, shortages in raw materials, and credit restrictions. These difficulties 
lingered after the war’s end and were compounded by new problems, even though the 
demand for craftsmen increased as a result of the general need for repairs. But as the 
postwar inflation progressed, small businesses became more difficult to operate. A further 
threat was the growth of modern factories, department stores, and cooperatives, which 
could manufacture and sell goods more cheaply than the family-directed businesses. 
Credit and raw materials remained scarce. Although the degree of harm done to small 
shopkeepers and craftsmen by the pre-1924 inflation was often overestimated prior to the 


publication of Heinrich August Winkler’s illuminating study, the fact remains that these 


people thought they were being made to suffer unduly, and hence, in searching for redress, 
they turned away from the democratic ideals of the newborn Weimar Republic.[71] 
Moreover, in the countryside, retailers and tradesmen had even more reason to fear 
competition from rationalized business procedures in the cities than did their urban 


counterparts, who were better able to adapt to the changing times.[72] 


Why the farmers, the third large group of the old middle class, did not find their way 
into the Nazi party until comparatively late in the 1919-1923 period has never been 
convincingly explained. One possible reason is that before 1920 the DAP or NSDAP had 
little influence outside Munich and so could not have reached peasants or farmers.[73] 
Another reason, suggested by Werner T. Angress in 1959, may be that the peasants, who 
constituted 65 percent of the population of Bavaria by 1918-19, did not begin to suffer 
economically until 1923 because they were still able to get relatively high prices for their 
foodstuffs; the tide turned in that year, however, when currency stabilization reduced the 
barter value of produce from the land, and farmers started to flock to the NSDAP.[74] But 
this line of reasoning contains several flaws. Studies more recent than Angress’s have 
shown that farmers had been suffering economically at least since the end of World War I: 
their cattle had been decimated and their soil exhausted, and the state regulatory measures 
that hurt them were not lifted until 1922. There was harmful competition from agricultural 
imports from abroad, and the tight credit squeeze irked the peasants as well as the small 
merchants and tradesmen.[75] As for the currency stabilization ordinances that might have 
hurt the farmers, they did not really take effect until after 1923. Yet all the peasants who 
came to the party in this early period joined before November 9, 1923. Probably they 
Started joining after Hitler began to refer to them in public in July 1923. The most 
plausible reason for the peasants’ hesitancy until then appears to have been their political 
mores. Tradition-minded South German farmers needed time in which to develop trust in a 
movement that had originated in a big city and was said to appeal to workers. They may 
have mistaken the NSDAP for a Marxist party of sorts, born in the aftermath of the 
Bavarian Soviet Republic, while they themselves were used to a pattern of order and 
stability tempered with ultramontanism, which was available to them through the political 
ideology of the Bavarian People’s Party (BVP) closely linked with the Catholic Church. 
[76] 


As for the representatives of the so-called new middle class (the lower civil servants and 
the lower employees, or office clerks), their absolute numbers in the Reich population 
significantly increased after the occupational census of 1907 because of the inflated 


wartime administration and the implementation of republican democracy after 1918, and 


because of further advances in the industrialization of the economy.[77] The lower 
employees or white-collar workers (subgroup 6) appear to have been represented in the 
NSDAP in almost equal proportion to their numbers in the Reich, although in Ingolstadt in 
1922-23 they were overrepresented. The lower civil servants (subgroup 7), however, were 
always overrepresented. Even though the statisticians of both the Weimar Republic and 
the Third Reich usually combined the two occupations and entered them in the same slot, 
the sociopolitical interests of the subgroups were by no means identical. Since long before 
the founding of the Wilhelmine Empire (1871), lower civil servants had been 
distinguished by a sense of duty to the state that not only was the hallmark of their 
officialdom but also provided the rationale for their sinecurial privileges — old-age 
pensions, job tenure, and a fair measure of health and other welfare protection. These 
privileges tied the lower civil servants to the government they were serving at any given 
time; yet in the case of the Weimar Republic many were unable to identify the new, 
pluralistic party government with the old, stable, monarchic order. Inasmuch as they had 
doubts about this, and insofar as they looked upon the ill-fated revolution of November 
1918 as merely a first (albeit unsuccessful) step in the direction of a Marxist dictatorship 
of the sort already witnessed during the Eisner regime in Munich, they feared for their 
future. To them the Nazi emphasis on nationalist virtues as expressed in the Feder 
Program (paragraphs 1-6) was sufficient to present the NSDAP as a patriotic bulwark. 
And the bad effects of the staggering inflation added an economic reason for discontent: 
while lower civil servants were on fixed salaries, the real value of their monthly pay 
dwindled each time they received it. Just as they were dreading the impending cutbacks in 
their pensions, Hitler promised them relief.[78] And in 1923 Jakob Sprenger, an 
intermediate state official and a future Nazi Gauleiter, was delegated to look after the 


affairs of public servants within the Nazi leadership.[79] 


The clerks (lower employees or white-collar workers) were one rung below the civil 
servants on the German social scale. In addition to the economic problems they faced, 
which were tied to inflation and in this sense were not dissimilar to those of the officials, 
they existed in a situation of potential social flux. Always in danger of lapsing into the 
proletariat that they despised, they emulated the lower civil servants, aped their 
mannerisms and life-style, and hoped eventually to be raised to their status in society. 
They were especially jealous of the officials’ economic benefits such as tenure and 
pension rights.[80] But they also envied the independent merchants in their role as 


employers of shop assistants.[81 | 


If the workers of the lower class who were attracted by the Nazi party platform had 


difficulty in comprehending its anti-Semitic utterances, the members of the lower middle 
class did not. Indeed, the anti-Jewish propaganda seemed to be tailor-made for them. Even 
before the Feder Program was made public early in 1920, the National Socialists had 
identified the Jews as the perpetrators of all the economic and political ills befalling the 
country.[82] To the small craftsman and shopkeeper the Jew was the instigator (and 
owner) of a system of factories and chain stores that threatened their livelihood. Feder’s 
paragraphs 13, 14, and 16 addressed themselves to this problem. The farmers, too, who 
could look back on a firm tradition of rural anti-Semitism in the 1880s and 1890s, 
especially in Hesse where the Jew-baiter Dr. Otto Böckel had been politically active on 
their behalf and consequently had become a local legend, were taken in by the stereotype 
of the Jewish cattle dealer as well as that of the Jewish-Marxist revolutionary in the city. 
[83] They stood to gain by points 17 and 18 of the party program, which called for land 
reform, abrogation of “soil interest charges” and real estate speculation, and capital 
punishment of (Jewish) “usurers” and “confidence men.” Insofar as the Feder Program 
succeeded in associating everything dishonest and corrupt in the national polity explicitly 
or implicitly with a perverse Jewish ethic, it also appealed to the white-collar workers, 
whose most significant professional organization, the German Shop Clerks’ Association 
(DHV), had been decidedly anti-Semitic since its beginnings in the early 1890s.[84] 
Finally, the civil servants received satisfaction from paragraph 6 of the program, which 
relegated tenure privileges for state offices expressly to “citizens” (non-Jewish Germans) 
and castigated the “corrupt” parliamentary system of the new republic. It was a common 
belief in illiberal rightist circles that this republic was the product of a Jewish conspiracy 


to trap the guileless German people after the shameful capitulation of November 1918.[85] 


THE ELITE 


The German elite — the upper middle class and former aristocracy — were consistently 
overrepresented in the NSDAP since its very beginnings. Evidently, a large percentage of 
these upper-class members consisted of high-school and university students (subgroup 
13): over 50 percent in the Munich chapter 1920-21, and more than 33 percent in the 
entire Reich in the fall of 1923. Even in Ingolstadt and its surroundings, which had a 
comparatively small local student population, almost half of the upper-class members 
within the local NSDAP chapter in 1922-23 came from the student body. It is tempting to 
disregard many of the university students as social drifters who, temporarily displaced 


after returning from the war in 1918-19 and from Freikorps action thereafter, sought 


refuge in the institutions of higher learning, only to drop out later and fall back into the 
lower middle class, if not the proletariat. Indeed, between 1918 and 1923 the student 
population at German universities and technical colleges rose dramatically from 20,000 to 
125,000.[86] But even if half of all the students are discounted, the upper layers of society 
would still have been overrepresented in the NSDAP up to the time of the Beer Hall 
Putsch. 


The reasons for the students’ attraction to Drexler’s and Hitler’s party are obvious. Still 
emotionally attached to the monarchic order that had allegedly been “stabbed in the back” 
by Marxist-revolutionary forces, these former “front-line soldiers” embraced Hitler’s 
nationalist slogans with a fervor of which only disillusioned youth is capable. The 
NSDAP’s anti-Semitism blended smoothly with the tradition of Jew-baiting that had 
prevailed in university seminars and student fraternities long before World War I. The 
sense of frustration and futility that engulfed many would-be academics because of 
economic uncertainties could be sublimated by joining the more militant ranks of the 
growing NSDAP, especially its activist sports and fighting organizations, such as the 
budding Stormtroops (Sturmabteilungen — SA). As early as November 1922 the official 
Nazi newspaper, Völkischer Beobachter, called for a meeting of radical völkisch students 
in a Munich pub. Toward the end of that year, veteran army lieutenant Rudolf Hess, at the 
time a senior university student himself, formed an SA student battalion as part of the SA 
regiment in Munich. As recent scholarship has shown, it is virtually impossible to divest 
the early Nazi student movement of its military element; these students, more often than 
not, thought of themselves as officers first, and may even have entered the Nazi party after 
indicating their military rank rather than their student status and academic discipline on 
the membership rosters.[87] 


As academic hopefuls striving for privileged socioeconomic status in German society, 
the students were readily identifiable with the broader segments of the upper middle class 
and former aristocracy, even if they had originally come from a lower-middle-class or 
proletarian background, as was increasingly the case.[88] Other representatives of the 
upper strata of German society joined the Nazi party not so much for its activist appeal, 
which was a decisive factor for the students, as for its antiliberal attitudes that were 
distinctly opposed to the new republic. Art impresario Ernst Hanfstaengl, piano 
manufacturer Carl Bechstein, publishers Julius Lehmann and Hugo Bruckmann, university 
professor Karl Alexander von Müller, aristocrat Count Ernst zu Reventlow, and even 
representatives of heavy industry, such as Dr. Karl Burhenne of the Siemens works, came 


to regard Hitler and his Nazis very favorably. Although the relationship was often tenuous 


— rich patrons would make intermittent financial contributions without ever publicizing 
their support for the Nazis — it was significant if for only one reason. The NSDAP was 
being seriously tested as an alternative to the ultraconservative Deutschnationale 
Volkspartei (DNVP), in the search for ways to turn back the clock and reestablish the old 
imperial order with its proved system of economic stability and social privilege. Thus the 
Nazi party appeared to a large number in Germany’s higher circles as a useful tool for 
achieving reactionary goals.[89] By 1922, when Hitler was introduced to the members of a 
conservative and influential club in Berlin, his party had already achieved an impressive 
record of membership connections with entrepreneurial and manager circles in Munich. 
[90] Avraham Barkai has advanced a cogent argument in favor of the view that the 
economic planks in the Feder Program made it easy for the Nazis to assume an 
anticapitalist air without really offending the protagonists of large industry, large-scale 


farming, and commerce.[91] 


Although the party leadership did little to encourage academics and well-educated 
professionals to join the NSDAP, this subgroup (12) was heavily overrepresented.[92] As 
with the students, more of the Nazi intellectuals tended to come from large cities, 
particularly Munich, than from small towns or the countryside. Donald M. Douglas’s 
published data, for instance, point to a high percentage of artists from Schwabing, a 
bohemian suburb of Munich, who should be included in this group.[93] The motives that 
led intellectuals and academically trained professionals to join the NSDAP are less 
obvious than those governing the university and upper-school students. However, as Juan 
J. Linz has pointed out, National Socialism as a form of fascism did have a certain esthetic 
appeal for the intellectual, an appeal that was as much grounded in his hatred of what were 
considered the vulgarities of Bolshevism as in his contempt for late nineteenth-century 
bourgeois liberalism, which he looked upon as degenerate. Many, including Ernst 
(“Putzi”) Hanfstaengl, scion of a famous Munich art publishing house, delighted in the 
unsophisticated behavior of Adolf Hitler and his cronies and thought it fashionable to 
identify themselves with such earthy ways. Among the more prominent personages who 
came into contact with the Nazi party rather early in its history were Emil Nolde the artist, 
who joined in 1920, and the Benedictine abbot Alban Schachleitner, who was to 
consecrate the banners of the SA. But the alliance between the Nazis and the intellectuals 
was, at best, a tenuous one. Before long Nolde was to become the victim of Alfred 
Rosenberg’s diatribes, and the nationalist writer Arthur Moeller van den Bruck, whose 
June Club Hitler visited in 1922, could not be wooed by the Fiihrer. Characteristically, 


Moeller is said to have accused Hitler of not being able to “give his National Socialism 


any intellectual basis.”[94] 


The upper-middle-class (elite) subgroup that was most reluctant to join the Nazi party 
was the higher civil servants (11). In Munich in 1920-21 they were overrepresented, but 
by the end of 1923 their enthusiasm had fallen off. These upper-level administrators, who 
shared the reservations of many academically trained professionals concerning Hitler’s 
fundamental anti-intellectualism, also felt duty-bound to the new order that they 
represented, even though it was distastefully republican. The proverbially apolitical 
attitude of the German higher civil servant essentially prevented him from taking violent 
action against the state, whether it was authoritarian or democratic.[95] Without question 
the upper-echelon bureaucrats who did become party members had first to overcome such 
scruples, but they were not driven by merely ideological motives. Since the end of World 
War 1 upper civil servants had harbored severe economic grievances. In times of inflation 
their salaries were cut back much more, proportionately, than those of intermediate or 
even lower civil servants. They were often virulently anti-Semitic, especially if they found 
themselves in competition with Jews at the government level, or, as was increasingly the 
case with the professors (who, like most teachers, enjoyed civil-servant status), in the 
universities. One of the German scholars who pledged allegiance to Adolf Hitler in those 
early years was the natural scientist Johannes Stark, a Nobel laureate. And among those 
who were killed in the skirmish of November 9, 1923, was a Bavarian Supreme Court 
justice, Theodor von der Pfordten.[96] 


* 


The events of November 8 and 9, 1923, brought the history of the Nazi party to a sudden 
halt. Hitler, whose Munich Putsch against the central government in Berlin had resulted in 
dismal failure, was tried in a Bavarian court of law and sentenced in April 1924 to five 
years’ imprisonment. Had any of the close observers of that trial been in a position to 
speculate about the future of the Nazi movement, they might well have concentrated on 
three significant circumstances. First, at the time of its proscription by national and state 
authorities in November 1923, the party had had 55,287 members (figure 1). For a 
political formation with a life of less than five years, such a high membership was 
remarkable, even though most of it was centered in South German Bavaria. It remained to 
be seen what these members would do while their leader was in jail. Second, the fact that 
General Erich Ludendorff, one of the most venerated heroes of World War I, participated 
in the Putsch on Hitler’s side was symptomatic of the extent of the support the Nazi party 


had been receiving from the upper echelons of society. Could this kind of support be 


sustained or, indeed, expanded in the years to come, if the NSDAP should experience a 
resurrection? Such a resurrection, of course, was bound up with the personal fate of Adolf 
Hitler. The third factor of interest, then, was how the party’s leader would fare, in the 
immediate and distant future, at the hands of the Bavarian justice officials. It was known 
that the Bavarian minister of justice in 1924 was entirely sympathetic to the Austrian’s 
cause. (A decade later, he would pursue a career as Nazi justice minister for the German 
Reich.) Hence it was not unreasonable to expect that Hitler would be freed from prison 
long before his five-year term was up. In fact, the judgment condemning him included a 


clause that left open the possibility of an early parole. 


2 — THE MIDDLE YEARS 


1924 TO THE FALL ELECTIONS OF 1930 


On December 20, 1924, after only nine months of detainment in his Landsberg cell, 
Hitler was released, just in time to spend Christmas at the spacious residence of the 
Hanfstaengls pondering the revival of his political party. During his imprisonment the 
party — illegal as its status was — had been under the caretakership of its chief ideologist, 
the expatriate Baltic architect Alfred Rosenberg, who was also the editor of the party’s 
newspaper, Völkischer Beobachter. Rosenberg had not been generally trusted by the other 
leaders, and he lacked the Führer’s charisma. In the South, Rosenberg had been opposed 
by such men as Dr. Wilhelm Frick, Captain Ernst Röhm, and General Ludendorff; in the 
North and Northwest, rival groups had sprung up under various labels, one led by the 
Landshut pharmacist Gregor Strasser, another by the young Rhenish journalist Dr. Paul 
Joseph Goebbels, and another by the Prussian aristocrat Albrecht von Graefe. Hitler’s first 
important task was to assure himself once again of the allegiance of these men and to 
neutralize their motley organizations while he set out to rebuild the NSDAP from his 
Munich base. Late in February 1925 Hitler called for a new beginning by rescinding all 
pre-1924 party memberships and issuing new membership numbers to old and new 


adherents; for himself (the original party’s fifty-fifth member) he reserved number 1. 


The NSDAP had established its South German (Bavarian) reputation as a political 
protest movement that thrived on the disappointments of people of all classes. Although 
for the vast majority of Germans the second half of the 1920s turned out to be a 
comparatively tranquil period, not everyone in the Reich was satisfied. This was fortunate 
for Hitler, whose undeniable political genius included the ability to manipulate 


circumstances in order to augment the membership of his party. 


For two reasons he began his work in the northern part of Germany. First, the Nazi cover 
organizations north of Bavaria, chiefly under the leadership of the highly intelligent and 
sober-minded Gregor Strasser, had reached a significantly greater number of industrial 
workers during the interregnum than had the Bavarian group. Unquestionably, Strasser’s 
own proworker sympathies had had a good deal to do with this. Over the months 


following February 1925 Hitler was able to utilize Strasser’s excellent organizational 


network and to extend Strasser’s campaign among the workers in the North. Second, the 
disillusioned social subgroups that were most open to Nazi propaganda (such as the 
farmers in Schleswig-Holstein) happened to exist in much higher density in the North than 
in the South. This meant that Hitler hardly ever lacked a target group suitable for his 
political purposes, chief among which was his intention to topple the national government 
in Berlin not by coup d’etat but by legal, parliamentary means. He needed, therefore, to 


enlist as many Germans as possible from all walks of life. 


* 


The following analysis of the social composition of the Nazi members between 1923 and 
1930 is largely based on Nazi party membership lists from various parts of the Reich. On 


these lists, two categories of members have been identified. 


The first category consists of members of established standing. The frequencies 
indicated for these member groups connote almost total membership at the time in 
question, because in each case only a few members’ data could not be statistically 
processed. It is justifiable, therefore, to treat the frequencies for the North German cities of 
Hamburg and Brunswick, the four Ruhr towns of Barmen, Langerfeld, Mulheim, and 
Mettmann, the southern Bavarian small town of Starnberg, and the East Prussian 
provincial capital of Konigsberg as total memberships of local party chapters, counted 


cumulatively from the time of their establishment in the post-1924 period. 


The second category is that of NSDAP joiners or newcomers. Figures for newcomers 
often pertain only to the year in which the candidates joined the Nazi party. They represent 
either the total number of joiners in that particular year or a sample of such joiners (the 
Madden frequencies for the Reich, 1925-1929. Because Studentkowski’s and Madden’s 
criteria of social definition may have differed, the figures for the two types of joiners are 
not statistically compatible, and comparisons from year to year must be made separately 


for each type. 


By the same token, direct comparisons between the two categories of members and 
joiners are not possible for any given year, because the total membership accumulated by 
the end of that year obviously differed from the new membership between the first and the 
last day of that year. Still, it is defensible to treat joiners’ values in cumulative terms for a 
certain year if the values for all previous years are known. Taking Madden’s sample, it is 
fair to say that by his standard of selection all unskilled workers made up no more than 


26.6 percent and no less than 20.8 percent of all Nazi party members extant in 1927. 


As well, frequencies are given for two separate samples — Greater Bochum in the West 
(Ruhr Valley), and the state of Thuringia in the East — for the 1925-1928 period. These 
frequencies, which have been broken down by region, may be viewed as those of 
established members within the perimeters of the time period, but it would be improper to 
use them as the basis for generalization either for any one year or for the Reich 


membership as a whole. 


A final word of caution is needed with regard to the high turnover rate in the NSDAP’s 
membership between 1923 and 1930. Many would-be Nazi party members joined the 
NSDAP for trial purposes only; they stayed for a few months or a few years and then 
dropped out. Many joined and rejoined several times, and of those who left before 1933 
many returned for good after Hitler’s appointment as Chancellor. During certain phases of 
the Weimar Republic, the overall dropout rate amounted to as much as 50 percent of the 
total membership. This tells the student of Nazism a good deal about the provisional 
character of the Nazi party in these years. But it also raises a methodological question 
because many of the members shown in the statistics for established Nazi party comrades 
and new joiners may only have been representative of the social composition of the party 
at certain points in time, rather than over the entire time span indicated in a table. No 
Statistical technique has so far been devised to adjust for possible distortions in this case. 
One is therefore forced to accept the figures at face value. Keeping this reservation in 
mind, it is to be hoped that future scholarship can remove the potential for error and 


present the picture more accurately. 


THE WORKERS 


After the disastrous November 1923 Putsch, the National Socialists intensified their 
efforts to attract new members from the working class. In 1924 the leaders of the Nazi 
surrogate formations in North and Northwest Germany, who had strong leftist leanings, 
appealed to the thousands of industrial workers who were concentrated in the Ruhr as well 
as in such northern cities as Bremen, Hamburg, and Hanover. And when Hitler 
reestablished the NSDAP early in 1925, he recognized the opportunity to attract a large 
following in the Ruhr and expressly pledged himself to win over the laborers.[97] 


Because of the party’s initial difficulties in administering the resurrected NSDAP, the 
campaign to enlist workers north of Bavaria did not get under way until 1926. Then 
concerted efforts were made in the Ruhr, especially in such industrial centers as Essen, 
Bochum, Dortmund, and Wuppertal-Elberfeld. These efforts were directed by five leftists 


exponents of the Feder Program: Josef Terboven, Joseph Goebbels, Karl Kaufmann, and 
the brothers Gregor and Dr. Otto Strasser. Late in the same year, the campaign spread to 
North Germany when Goebbels, who had become Gauleiter of Berlin, started to canvass 
the pro-Communist proletarian districts of the capital. In 1927 Gustav Seifert, the founder 
of the first party chapter in Hanover, redoubled his efforts to win over the workers in the 
giant Continental rubber plant there. Up to 1930 special appeals were also made to blue- 
collar workers in the seaport of Bremen, in the Saxon metropolis of Dresden, throughout 
the countryside of East Prussia, and southward in the industrial centers surrounding 
Frankfurt. By 1927 the NSDAP had once again begun to spread its proworker propaganda 
in the South, first in Franconia and finally in Munich itself. There, in March, Hitler 
addressed a crowd in the arena of the Krone Circus and all but blamed the suffering of the 
working class on the German bourgeoisie.[98] Unlike such men as Kaufmann and the 
Strasser brothers, who were genuinely interested in the fate of the working class, Hitler 
held to his original view of the German proletariat, stressing the necessity for a 
homogeneous Volksgemeinschaft (people’s community) in which the elements of class 
interest and class struggle would be replaced by a sense of unity fostered by the collective 
consciousness of mutual blood ties. In this program, Jews still figured prominently as the 


archenemy of true German socialism.[99 | 


In spite of its leaders’ efforts, the Nazi party achieved little overall success among the 
blue-collar population of the Reich until the Reichstag elections of September 1930. 
Except for the pockets of concentrated working-class support in the Ruhr (at Bochum, 
Barmen, Mettmann, Langerfeld, and Mulheim-Ruhr), the lower class was generally 
underrepresented in the party. And although the percentage of new workers joining the 
NSDAP peaked in 1926 and 1927, these figures were still not very high. Finally in 1928 
the party leaders realized the futility of their approach to the working class and began to 
direct their propaganda toward other segments of society, even though this meant a 


concomitant drop in cumulative working-class membership.[ 100] 


A thesis has already been convincingly advanced with regard to state (Landtag) and 
national (Reichstag) elections: there existed a negative correlation between workers living 
in heavily industrialized urban centers (such as Hamburg) and membership in the NSDAP. 
(This would imply, of course, a positive correlation between such workers and 
membership in the KPD or possibly the SPD.) Further, it is suggested that those workers 
who did become attached to the NSDAP tended to live in small communities and villages, 
even though they may have commuted to the big cities for employment. This was 


particularly evident in the Ruhr district. For the Bochum region as a whole, among 


NSDAP members who lived in the country or in a small town there was a larger 
percentage of workers (48.5 and 41.6) than among members who lived in the mining city 
itself (32.2). The magnitude of the percentage, in fact, appeared to correspond with the 


distance of the place of residence from the city. 


Localities other than those in the Ruhr Valley were no different.[101] In Berlin the 
proletariat favored the KPD rather than the NSDAP. In Saxony, where Nazi workers 
tended on the whole to live in rural rather than industrial settings, Plauen seems to have 
been the only large center whose working class gave the Nazi party substantial support. 
Other Nazi worker strongholds were Hesse-Nassau, Mecklenburg-Lubeck, East Hanover, 
the Palatinate, and Pomerania, all of them regions in which the agrarian way of life 
predominated and there were few large industrial cities. The Munich historian Gunter 
Plum has stated with good reason that for the Nazi-inclined worker, whether he commuted 
to the city or worked on a farm, it was residence in a rural environment that was decisive, 
enabling him to tie himself to the soil either by owning some property, such as a small 
house and garden, or by aspiring to do so. Commuters, whose mixed culture of farming (at 
home) and industrial labor (at work) made them a sort of hybrid group, rejected the value 
system of the fully industrialized, houseless and rootless big-city worker and identified 
instead with the lower-middle-class mentality that was marked by the petit bourgeois pride 


of small land ownership in the country.[102] 


A further issue is the effect of unemployment. As has been repeatedly asserted by 
scholars, the NSDAP won over a respectable number of unemployed workers during the 
post-1924 period.[103] Hard documentary evidence shows not only that the Nazis made 
an effort to attract the unemployed but also that the unemployed came to them for help. It 
is not always clear, however, whether these jobless men and women were members of the 
industrialized urban proletariat.[104] In the Ruhr, for example, within the period 1924- 
1930 (a time of generally rising industrial unemployment throughout Germany), the 
shorter period between 1924 and 1927 was relatively secure for workers.[105] Yet it was 
precisely during these years — especially in 1926 and 1927 — that in the Reich as a 
whole the Nazis attracted a higher percentage of workers than at any other time before the 
Great Depression. After 1927, when unemployment increased, the rate at which workers 
joined the Nazi party declined. In view of the Communists’ efforts on behalf of the 
industrial unemployed as well as the Nazis’ failure to make inroads among the miners’ 
shop stewards, who were obsessed with the fear of dismissal, it is fair to assume the 
existence of a positive correlation between KPD membership and industrial 


unemployment in urban areas, as well as the likelihood of a similar correlation between 


NSDAP membership and unemployment among workers in small towns and the 
countryside.[106] These assumptions are corroborated indirectly by membership statistics 
for the KPD in 1927 (whose job categories diverge somewhat from those used here), 
which show that at a time of relative economic stability more than 80 percent of the 


Communist party members belonged to the working class.[107] 


Further evidence that before 1930 the NSDAP fared comparatively poorly among the 
industrial proletariat is revealed by its actions with regard to labor unions and strikes. In 
1925 the attempts of Nazi party leaders in the North to establish a trade union were foiled 
by Hitler’s personal indifference, but in 1929 the National Socialist Shop Organization 
(NSBO) was finally established in the Knorr Pneumatic Brakes plant in Berlin.[108] The 
NSBO gained ground only gradually, however, especially in the urban centers of the Ruhr, 
and it seems to have attracted a much higher percentage of white-collar workers than 
would be expected of a union with genuine proletarian interests. In some smaller industrial 
towns, in fact, the growth of the NSBO was stymied, if not altogether prevented, by the 
dearth of Nazi worker members. As the highest administrative officer of the party in the 
district of Stade, which had a low density of industrialization, wrote to his superiors in 
Hanover in the spring of 1930, “Because of the small number of NSDAP members in the 
individual factories, the formation of special [Nazi] workers’ associations has not yet been 
possible.”[109] 


The Nazis’ failure in their labor union policy was closely related to their attitude toward 
strikes, which continued to be ambiguous. On the one hand, the party condemned 
participation by its members in the strike-breaking operations of Technische Nothilfe 
(Technical Emergency Aid), an institution established by the republican government in 
1919, and emphasized this in propaganda appeals to the workers. On the other hand, with 
the exception of the modest moral support given in newspaper articles to strikers in 
Thuringia and the Ruhr and Saar valleys in 1927, the party did not encourage its members 
to strike.[110] In November 1928, when about 250,000 steel workers in the Ruhr were 
locked out, the Nazis at first took no action at all and subsequently paid only lip service to 
the cause of the suffering workers. At the same time, of course, the KPD was reaping the 
full political harvest of the event by organizing a vigorous protest. Again, the Nazi leaders 
totally abstained from involvement in a strike in Saxony early in 1930, but in October they 
were compelled to allow their proletarian membership to participate in the big metal 
workers’ strike in Berlin.[111] Obviously, a so-called workers’ party that failed to 
formulate exact principles governing unions, strikes, and lockouts could hardly expect to 


attract the bulk of the industrial proletariat, especially when its fiercest political rival at the 


opposite end of the ideological spectrum had staked its whole political future on such 


issues. 


THE LOWER MIDDLE CLASS 


Notwithstanding their appeals to the workers after February 1925, the Nazis vigorously 
resumed their overtures to the traditional representatives of the old middle class, the small 
artisanal shopkeepers and independent merchants. As in earlier years they attacked Jews 
and chain stores, but they also geared their propaganda to such specific grievances of the 
mid-twenties as the credit policy adopted by banks and savings institutions after the 
financial stabilization of 1924, the new real estate tax of the same year, the salary 
increases for civil servants in 1927, and such state welfare measures as the introduction of 
unemployment insurance in 1927. Moreover, the Nazi leaders clamored for a protectionist 
policy and continued to bewail the ill effects of the postwar inflation. Not surprisingly, the 
extant documents indicate that the Nazi propaganda effort was concentrated on the old 
middle class between 1928 and 1930, just after the appeal to the workers had proved 
futile. Unrest was growing among shopkeepers and independent tradespeople as the Great 


Depression was approaching.[112] 


As H. A. Winkler has remarked, these shopkeepers and artisans did not fare after 1924 
as badly as they pretended; they appear to have been compensated for losses due to 
inflation by specific gains and benefits, such as those resulting from real estate ownership. 
In fact, Winkler’s data support the hypothesis that small businesses did quite well in the 
wave of economic prosperity that swept over much of the German economy between 1923 
and 1929.[113] Yet it is equally correct to stress, as Jeremy Noakes has done, that small 
business people suffered from a feeling of neglect and sociopolitical isolation, driving 
them away from the moderate conservative right toward the Nazi radical right.[114] In 
spite, too, of the undeniable prosperity experienced by the majority of small businessmen 
between 1924 and 1929, a sizable minority encountered serious difficulties. There were 
simply too many retailers in business after 1924, and so the less competitive were faced 
with reduced incomes. Additionally, female help was becoming increasingly difficult to 
get because of the lure of better-paying jobs in the more efficient chain stores and 
cooperatives. These two factors increased the fear that many master cobblers and small- 
town greengrocers already had of such big-city enterprises and hastened their own failure. 
The number of such bankruptcies increased as the thirties approached and heralded the 


advent of total economic collapse.[115] As early as 1925 small business people (master 


craftsmen and merchants), easily convinced of the villainy of the Jews, began to join the 
Nazi party in at least representative numbers. After 1928 they joined with renewed vigor, 
primarily for socioeconomic reasons, even if as a consequence their shops were boycotted 
by their anti-Nazi customers and their businesses stood a fair chance of failure in the short 


term. 


Another lower-middle-class subgroup, the small farmers, appears to have been 
underrepresented in the Nazi party from 1925 through 1927, as it had been in the earliest 
years of the DAP and NSDAP. But in 1928 the small farmers started flocking to Hitler’s 
movement in much greater numbers than their representation in the Reich population 
would justify. More than in the case of the other occupational subgroups, this development 
was due to the interaction of two factors: the small farmers’ socioeconomic plight and the 
parallel propaganda efforts of Nazi manipulators. The general German agricultural crisis 
did not begin until 1927, but it had regional forerunners. An unhealthy trend away from 
the soil was evident as early as 1924-25, especially among the farmers’ younger sons and 
daughters and female help, who were being drawn to the cities or overseas. By 1925, this 
difficulty was accompanied by an increase in indebtedness due to enforced mechanization. 
At the same time, cheap credit was becoming less readily available. And by 1927, farm 
income was declining, foreclosures were becoming common, and peasants were finding 
themselves unable to compete against cheaper foreign foodstuffs, such as the Belgian 
dairy products imported to the left bank of the Rhine, or the Danish beef and butter and 
the Polish pork coming to North and East Germany. In the same year, the farmers of 
Schleswig-Holstein were seriously affected by a very sudden fall in the price of pork that 
eventually triggered other price collapses-beef in 1930-31 and cabbage in 1931-32. Just at 
the beginning of the 1930s the agricultural depression had reached its climax in North and 
Northwest Germany, was making inroads among the small farmers in the East (for 
instance, in East Prussia), and was affecting the Bavarian peasants who earlier had been 
comparatively well off.[116] 


When the conventional parties and the farmers’ lobbies failed to respond quickly and 
effectively to the peasants’ cries for help, small agricultural estate owners, especially those 
in the North, resorted to mass demonstrations and other methods of self-help frequently 
marked by violence.[117] It was this mood of despair that the Nazis exploited when they 
began their propaganda campaign in the countryside in 1925. Late in that year, Seifert and 
Major Karl Dincklage started touring the villages and talking to farmers near Hanover in 
Lower Saxony in an attempt to win party members as well as subscribers to the Völkischer 
Beobachter.|118] A few months later, in 1926, the first Nazi agitators appeared among the 


small farmers and vintners of western Hesse.[119] Later still, in 1927, Hinrich Lohse, the 
Gauleiter of Schleswig-Holstein, published an article in the Nazi yearbook that purported 
to analyze the deteriorating situation in agriculture for the benefit of the North German 
farmers who were already noticeably agitated.[120] At the end of that year Hitler made a 
speech in Hamburg to representatives of the Northwest German agricultural interests. The 


Führer, it was clear, was beginning to focus on an important potential membership group. 


The following year, 1928, marked the watershed in the party’s efforts to enlist farmers. 
Early in that year Nazi campaigns got under way in Thuringia, Mecklenburg, and Baden. 
When the officers of the local peasants’ association in Oldenburg, North Germany, drew 
up a fourteen-point program for agrarian reform, it was quickly seized upon by Nazi 
infiltrators. The National Socialists were then getting ready for their first important 
Reichstag election, to be held in May, and they increased their efforts to attract new 
members in all the rural areas of the Reich. In this connection, Hitler made a wise tactical 
move when on April 13, 1928, he corrected point 17 of the Feder Program to make it 
agree with the larger farmers’ interests. After the election, which brought fewer proletarian 
votes than expected, the change in the party line became obvious: a memorandum drawn 
up by the Bielefeld Nazi leaders, for example, instructed local members “to concentrate on 
the open country from now on” and to place less emphasis on the big cities.[121] A 
collection of flyers pertaining to East Prussia has survived from that time; they are laced 
with anti-Semitism and were obviously designed to indoctrinate the farmers with the latest 
Nazi wisdom on the agricultural demise, including its remedies.[122] Some of the 


suggestions anticipated the Nazi agricultural program of March 6, 1930. 


This new program, much less radical than might have been expected and therefore 
attractive even to the moderates among the farmers, promised solutions to a whole host of 
problems that had been fiercely discussed in previous months. Besides a reform of the 
credit system, price decreases for fertilizers and hydroelectric power, and long-awaited 
protectionist concessions and tax benefits, it included a sociopolitical reevaluation of the 
peasant community that flattered the farmers’ self-image.[123] In May 1930 Richard 
Walther Darre, an expert on colonial farming and a recent addition to the Nazi leadership 
core, established the party’s Agrarian Political Apparatus, whose main purpose was to 
implement the clauses of the March program.[124] The NSDAP had meanwhile been 
making further progress among the farmers on a wide front — in East Prussia, in the 
southwestern Rhenish states that had always been dominated by the Catholic Center Party, 
and gradually even in Bavaria, where the power of the ultramontane Bavarian People’s 
Party was hard to dislodge.[125] When the NSDAP won its first overwhelming success at 


the polls in September 1930, it was clear even to the most skeptical observer that the 


German farmers bore a major responsibility for Hitler’s victory.[126] 


The first important segment of the new middle class, the lower civil servants, was 
overrepresented at the Reich level as newcomers to the NSDAP in three of the six years 
under consideration: 1925, 1926, and 1929. In six out of eight self-contained communities 
this subgroup was overrepresented in local party chapters between 1925 and 1929. 
Between 1925 and 1928 every third Nazi party member in the cities of the state of 
Thuringia was a lower civil servant. Again on the local level, in the summer of 1927 four 
out of eighteen Nazis in the little Franconian town of Dinkelsbiihl were petty state 
officials, as were three out of twenty-seven Nazis in the upper Bavarian Kreisstadt (district 
center) of Starnberg.[127] These ratios signaled the beginning of a membership trend that 
continued from the mid-twenties up to Hitler’s assumption of power in 1933 — a chronic 
overrepresentation of lower civil servants, especially lower-grade school teachers, in the 
Nazi party.[128] 


Some of the causes of this trend date from the early years of the Weimar Republic, when 
the lower civil servants began to be disenchanted with what they considered to be a 
Marxist-prone parliamentary democracy in which the state’s authority could not be 
properly manifested.[129] Although Hitler already had emphatically rejected a civil 
servant’s career for himself, he again made his views clear in 1926 in the first volume of 
Mein Kampf. There he hurled invectives against “drivel in the parliaments or diets” and 
against collusion between Jews and the administrative officers of the state.[130] The civil 
servants’ customary attitude of political neutrality was thus threatened by a sense of 
sociopolitical anomie. The situation was not helped when on December 1, 1929, in 
addressing the civil servants, the Prussian Social Democratic Minister of the Interior, 
Albert Grzesinski, praised the achievements of the November Revolution of 1918, which 
had ushered in the hated Weimar Republic.[131] 


The public envied the lower and medium officials because they, along with the upper 
civil servants, had received a salary increase on December 16, 1927. In fact, this measure 
had done no more than correct the notorious underpayment that had existed since 
stabilization in 1924, and it was long overdue. But the lower civil servants were irked 
because their higher-placed colleagues had received disproportionately greater increases. 
They were also disgruntled in 1930 by a special levy made on their salaries, with further 
reductions in the offing.[132] Matters came to a head in June 1930 when the government 


of Prussia, led by the SPD, decided to outlaw membership by state officials in both the 


radical parties, the NSDAP and the KPD, and subsequently used this decree to effect the 
dismissal of particularly vocal Nazi members from state office. Neither the timid Reich 
authorities under the temperate Chancellor Dr. Heinrich Briining nor most of the Ldnder 
(state) governments followed suit, and the Nazis still enjoyed comparative freedom in the 
non-Prussian states; but the traditionally constitutional government of Baden emulated the 
Prussian decree.[133] It is true that at the end of January 1930 a National Socialist 
government had been installed in Thuringia under State Minister Dr. Wilhelm Frick, and 
that in this small enclave Nazi officials of all ranks were faring well.[134] Yet at the same 
time, in German states such as Prussia and Baden, schoolteachers who openly professed 
Nazi ideals in the classrooms, as well as police lieutenants and government inspectors 
whose Nazi membership was on record, were subject to stern disciplinary action and 
dismissal from office.[135] Such suffering as this among the lower civil servants bolstered 
their subjective awareness of martyrdom for a lofty cause, making them adhere to the Nazi 
movement even more tenaciously, if somewhat clandestinely, and leading to a 
corresponding growth in Nazi membership. Moreover, the knowledge that by 1929 many 
pro-Hitler civil servants had infiltrated the governments of certain cities in North 
Germany, such as Gottingen, gave many loyal followers of the Führer the confidence that 
upon the coming of the Third Reich they would all be amply rewarded with state 
sinecures.[136] 


The strong representation of the second important segment of the new middle class, the 
white-collar employees (occupational subgroup 6), in the Nazi party from 1925 to 1930 
may be interpreted as a direct outcome of the economic uncertainty of that period, 
especially the layoffs and dismissals that resulted in widespread unemployment. As in the 
years immediately following World War I, after 1923 the rate of growth of the white-collar 
work force had been higher than that of the industrial and agricultural laborers.[137] Thus, 
in 1923 when layoffs and dismissals started to affect the white-collar group (the lower and 
intermediate clerks), disproportionately more of them lost their jobs than did the blue- 
collar laborers working in factories and industrial plants. These reductions in the work 
force had three major causes: (1) between the economic stabilization of 1924 and the 
summer of 1925 thousands of white-collar workers were dismissed; (2) a temporary 
economic recession in the next year (1925-26) led to bankruptcies and further releases of 
sales and technical clerks from the work force; (3) as factories and trading companies 
turned to specialization, rationalization, and mechanization, more and more clerks, 
particularly sales and office personnel, became redundant and were laid off.[138] From the 


middle to the late twenties, more blue-collar workers than clerks, in absolute numbers, 


were fired from their jobs, but as a group the clerks suffered more consistently in that time 
period, lacking the seasonal fluctuations that often afflicted but sometimes benefited the 
workers. Even more important, after the implementation of unemployment insurance in 
1927 jobless laborers stood to receive disproportionately more dole and social welfare 
benefits than white-collar employees, if only because of the massive influence of their 
unions. By contrast, the most significant organization of white-collar employees, the 
German Shop Clerks’ Association (DHV), was based predominantly in small towns and 
thus represented the lower-middle-class values usually associated with a small-town 
milieu.[139] These circumstances were sufficiently important to tilt a large segment of the 
white-collar work force toward National Socialism, especially when after 1929-30 their 


conservative lobby, the DHV, 


became more openly defiant of the right-of-center bourgeois parties and slowly 
strengthened its connections with the NSDAP through such middlemen as Dr. Albert 
Krebs, the erstwhile Nazi leader of Hamburg.[140] Thus, although the class-conscious 
industrial worker tended to rally to the KPD during intermittent stretches of 
unemployment, the unemployed white-collar worker had a tendency to move in the 
opposite direction toward National Socialism.[141] 


THE ELITE 


German upper-school and university students (subgroup 13) continued to be 
overrepresented in the Nazi party after 1924. In terms of absolute numbers, there were far 
fewer university students in Germany from 1925 to 1929 than before the time of 
stabilization.[142] Nevertheless, in a period of relative socioeconomic stability for most 
sections of society, including those workers who held down steady jobs, the students 
suffered acute hardship: the part-time job market was depressed, the patronage usually 
offered by the fraternity system was harder to come by, and state offices and welfare 
agencies neglected students. As a result, in February 1926 a small band of disillusioned 
students, under the leadership of the would-be revolutionary Wilhelm Tempel of Leipzig, 
founded the National Socialist German Student Union (NSDStB). This organization 
gradually gained momentum, especially after the more urbane Baldur von Schirach 
replaced Tempel in the summer of 1928.[143] Toward the end of the twenties, as many 
German students began to regard themselves as a “potential proletariat,” more and more of 
them supplemented allegiance to the fraternities with membership in the NSDStB and the 


NSDAP, even though their elitism kept them from rubbing shoulders too openly with their 


comrades from the lower middle and lower classes.[144] Half of the entire German 
student body may have joined the Nazis by 1930, although precise figures on this subject 

have never been found. Still, it is certain that between 1925 and 1930 the rate of growth 
among Nazi students in the Reich was much greater than for German students as a whole. 
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For Nazi university students 1926 was an important year. For large-scale business 
executives and entrepreneurs (subgroups 10 and 14), however, it was an even more 
important year because it marked, during the second historical phase of the Nazi 
movement, the beginning of an amicable relationship between Hitler and German industry 
and commerce. Significantly, the data for Nazi joiners in the Reich show that support for 
the party among the entrepreneurs was on the upswing after 1926. The managers and 
entrepreneurs tended to join the Nazi party not in large commercial centers such as 
Hamburg, nor in heavily industrialized areas like the Ruhr (Barmen, Langerfeld, 
Mulheim), but rather in less obvious places such as Brunswick, the small town of 
Starnberg south of Munich, the city of Konigsberg in East Prussia, and the state of 
Thuringia. Therefore, it would be misleading to interpret the continuous 
overrepresentation of businessmen in the NSDAP as the result of an intimate relationship 
between Hitler and the magnates of banking and heavy industry, as most East German and 
a few West German historians have been fond of doing.[146] Even though such contacts 
did exist, their importance was negligible when compared with the support for Hitler that 
came from light industry and intermediate-size entrepreneurial and commercial 


establishments. 


It cannot be denied that as early as 1925 Hitler was once more on the lookout for 
pecuniary backing for his party from financially powerful sources. He may well have 
thought of using Gregor Strasser’s and Karl Kaufmann’s influential positions in the Ruhr 
in 1924-25, when he was writing Mein Kampf and reestablishing the party. The point has 
been made that although Hitler lashed out against the upper bourgeoisie in his book, he 
was careful not to intimidate potential donors by passing precipitate judgments on the 
German economy. At this time, in fact, Gregor Strasser was already receiving subsidies 
from industrial circles in the Ruhr.[147] Even though National Socialist propaganda was 
aimed at the workers in these years, directors and owners of factories were in touch with 
the Nazi leaders in the Ruhr as early as the fall of 1925, attempting to sound out their 
political intentions. In Langerfeld near Wuppertal one factory owner was reported as 
having approached the party in September with the aim of becoming a member, but not 


without “previously examining our [Nazi] goals a little more closely.”[148] The following 


spring (1926), Hitler, having been largely barred from public appearances by the Lander 
governments, began a series of private speaking engagements before some of the Ruhr 
magnates with the obvious purpose of inducing them to donate money. A month or two 
earlier, in February, he had also addressed a select forum of conservative-minded 
representatives of industry and politics at the exclusive Nationalclub in Hamburg, where 
he was enthusiastically applauded.[149] 


It was probably in April 1927, during another speech to industrial and commercial 
leaders, that the Fiihrer met Emil Kirdorf, the most prominent Ruhr magnate he had met 
up to that time. Yet although the aging Kirdorf was still a towering figure on the industrial 
scene, he had recently lost some of his influence and was by no means the tycoon — the 
top representative of corporate industrial power in western Germany — that he has been 
reputed to have been. And though Kirdorf, who was personally sympathetic toward Hitler, 
became a party member in 1927 and made a single donation of 100,000 marks, he 
eventually reverted to the German National People’s Party (DNVP) that was his home 
base, mainly because of the Nazis’ continued appeal to the workers.[150] Through 
Kirdorf, Hitler was able to meet other influential leaders of the Ruhr group in the summer 
and fall of 1927; in particular, he had the chance to express cautiously conservative views 
on the economy, including the desirability of increasing national exports and opposing 
Bolshevism.[151] 


Hitler’s contacts with the Ruhr leaders of heavy industry continued from the end of 1927 
into the early 1930s, but he spoke to representatives of other German entrepreneurial 
interests as well. A good example is his speech to over two hundred notables in 
Nuremberg on December 8, 1928, in which he wooed his audience by making critical 
remarks about Jews and republican democracy.[152] Yet even though in the preceding 
April Hitler had modified point 17 of the Feder Program (calling for the forceful 
expropriation of real estate owners) in order to please both entrepreneurs and farmers, 
especially large-scale farmers, there is no evidence that as a consequence a significant 
number of industrial leaders either became party members or contributed large amounts of 
money to the NSDAP.[153] Hence it would be grossly incorrect to say that in the 
formative years of the late twenties the party was becoming the political handmaiden of 
capitalist interests in the Reich.[154] Attempts by cadres of the regional NSDAP 
leadership to make contact with corporate industry remained ill-conceived and clumsy. 
[155] The money from industry that did reach the NSDAP came instead from the smaller 
manufacturers, who in some cases also joined the party. Albert Pietzsch was one of these. 


The engineer and owner of an electrochemical factory in Munich, he sought and acquired 


a party badge in 1927 because he felt ostracized by Munich high society. Small-scale 
manufacturers often approached the Nazis because they resented the big tycoons who 
supplied them with raw materials on unfavorable terms. Finally, many an intermediate 
entrepreneur or manager threw in his lot with the movement in anticipation of future 
material rewards. Thus all the available evidence points to the assumption that it was the 
heads of family businesses, the representatives of light and manufacturing industry, and 
the wealthy wholesale merchants who made up the bulk of the entrepreneurs.[156] Within 
this group must also be included a growing number of large-scale farmers, particularly 
those from east of the Elbe, who were beginning to suffer from the agrarian crisis and 
were starting to blame the DNVP, as well as their lobby, the Reichslandbund (Reich 
Farmers’ League), for failing to deal effectively with the economic difficulties. After 1929 
such sentiments were aggravated by resentment over the government’s acceptance of the 
Young Plan committing Germany to several decades of reparation payment, which was 
considered harmful to all landed interests.[157] 


After 1924 the academically trained professionals, including “intellectuals” of all sorts 
(subgroup 12), were not attracted to Hitler’s movement in such large numbers as before 
the Putsch. When the NSDAP moved into North and Northwest Germany, it did not appeal 
to the academic elite there as much as it had earlier to those in Munich, where the 
Schwabing artists and bohemian intellectuals had found it easy to sympathize with Hitler, 
the frustrated artist who had turned politician. The more sober-minded German 
professionals and literati living outside Bavaria tended to be repelled by Hitler’s diatribes 
against the upper bourgeoisie, contained in the second volume of Mein Kampf (1927), and 
by the general vapidity of National Socialist doctrine.[158] “It would help the national 
völkisch cause considerably,” wrote the former Heidelberg lecturer in philosophy, Dr. 
Arnold Ruge, in 1927, “if its ideas could be metaphysically grounded.”[159] In the second 
half of the 1920s, intellectuals, especially those living north of Munich, found it difficult 
to associate with a party that so openly despised them and insulted their sensibilities.[160] 
Finally, because of the cultural and esthetic differences that customarily separated the 
layers of German society, a party like the NSDAP that was dominated (in absolute terms) 
by the lower-middle-class elements remained distasteful to intellectuals, who despised the 
materialistic value system of the common people as manifested by gutter language and 
primitive jokes.[161] 


Nevertheless, the German intelligentsia still remained overrepresented in the NSDAP 
until 1930. The first reason for this was that scores of intellectuals looked upon themselves 


as having been socially and politically displaced after 1918 and again after stabilization in 


1924-25; thus they put themselves squarely within the German tradition of cultural 
pessimism that criticized the entrenched order. They strove for basic simplicity, for a life 
in the country as opposed to the city, for the social and cultural attributes of an elitist 
minority rather than of the mass. Often they faced psychological problems of adjustment 
within their immediate environment; they were the “odd men out.” Such persons regarded 
Nazism as an antidote to the evils of modernity brought on by war and revolution. They 
joined the Nazi party out of a perverted Social Darwinian feeling of admiration for Hitler, 
the dictatorial strongman who would cleanse the nation of its ills and build something 
new. Among those who thought in these terms, not all of whom became Nazi party 
comrades, were the writers Ernst Jünger (who never joined) and Arnolt Bronnen (who 


did).[162] 


Second, as the party leadership realized the futility of its efforts among the working class 
and began to pay more attention to the bourgeoisie, the upper layers of society quite 
naturally came within its purview. This was no doubt facilitated by Hitler’s own somewhat 
cynical attitude toward the industrial leaders, from whom he wanted not only money but 
moral and political support. It is from this perspective that the party’s conscious efforts to 
win over the academically oriented professional groups should be viewed. The Nazis 
catered to these groups’ specific interests either vocally or, as in the case of the physicians 
and lawyers, through action, forming National Socialist ancillary organizations under the 
cloak of professional lobbies.[163] In this context, the appointment in July 1928 of Baldur 
von Schirach, scion of a noble family from Weimar, as head of the Nazi Student Union 
assumes a deeper meaning. So also does Alfred Rosenberg’s attempt to found a Society of 
German Culture at the Reich Party Rally in Nuremburg in the summer of 1927, and 
Adrian von Renteln’s founding of a Nazi Upper-School Students’ League (NSS) in 1929. 

164 


After 1924 the higher civil servants (subgroup 11), unlike the university-educated 
professionals, not only kept their level of representation in the Nazi party well above that 
of the Reich as a whole but also increased their proportion in the NSDAP. It is true, 
however, that in the main their political allegiance remained with the monarchical DNVP 
and the German People’s Party (DVP), or the more liberal German Democratic Party 
(DDP), which took a sharp swing to the right in 1930 after fusing with the conservative 
wing of Artur Mahraun’s Young German Order in July of that year.[165] It is also true that 
between 1924 and 1930 the economic situation of the higher civil servants was much 
better than it had been in 1923-24 (especially after the salaries were increased in 1927), 


even though many of them continued to suffer severely from aftereffects of the inflation. 


And the prolonged Nazi calls for a cut in higher administrative salaries and a concomitant 
reduction in the number of higher civil servants were ill designed to attract tenured judges, 


university professors, and upper-school teachers to the NSDAP.[166] 


But there were other issues working in favor of the National Socialists that more than 
neutralized these factors. The higher civil servants were affected by the same syndrome of 
sociocultural alienation after the apparent failure of democracy as were the intellectuals, to 
whom they were linked by academic background and a strong sense of superior social 
status. Hence, in those circles, the Nazis’ harangues against the evils of Weimar did not 
fall on deaf ears. The National Socialists also argued successfully against the party 
patronage extended by the SPD to senior civil servants after 1918 on purely political 
grounds, particularly in Prussia. Bent on exploiting the mandarins’ feelings of frustration 
to the full, representatives of local NSDAP chapters made advances to regional 
administrators known to be of a reactionary disposition — for example, in Essen in March 
1930. And an increasing number of upper-school teachers, notably in North Germany, 
were inclined to actively support the recently established National Socialist Upper-School 
Students’ League at their institutions of learning.[167] 


* 


In the fall of 1930 the second phase of the Nazi party’s Time of Struggle came to an end. 
Hitler had successfully rebuilt his movement after the disaster of 1923. In so doing, 
neither had he lost the traditional allegiance of the lower middle class and the elite, both of 
which continued to be overrepresented, nor had he missed the chance to win over more 
blue-collar workers. In 1926-27, in fact, it had looked as if the worker newcomers to the 
NSDAP would increase their share at the expense of the lower middle class, whose loyalty 
to the Nazi cause was becoming proverbial. Whether this phenomenon — the temporary 
swelling of the workers’ percentage — was linked to economic factors is still in doubt 
because the years from 1926 to 1928 were not years of extraordinary hardship for laborers 


in the Reich as a whole. 


During the second half of the 1920s Hitler had used external circumstances to develop 
his party internally, to enlarge it, and to groom it as a “democratic” base for participation 
in political elections. Locally, regionally, and even nationally this post-Putsch formula 
worked. Out of a total of thirty Landtag and Reichstag elections from the spring of 1925 
until the summer of 1930, the NSDAP was successful in sixteen, with at least one 
mandate. In 1929 a significant breakthrough occurred when the party won an absolute 


majority in the municipal elections of Coburg in northern Franconia. And after a fortunate 


Landtag election return in Thuringia, Hitler’s old Bavarian associate, Wilhelm Frick, was 


appointed Thuringian Minister for the Interior early in 1930. 


Finally, at the national elections of September 14, 1930, Hitler’s National Socialists 
captured 107 of 577 seats, up from 12 in the 1928 election, to become the second largest 
party in the Reichstag. By that time Dr. Heinrich Bruning, a Centrist, was Chancellor; his 
appointment without parliamentary backing by Reich President Paul von Hindenburg in 
March 1930 and his subsequent emphasis on emergency decrees for governance hastened 
the downfall of parliamentary democracy in the Weimar Republic.[168] By that time also 
the economic depression in Germany was well under way. In retrospect, it appears sadly 
ironic that Bruning, a politician with at least a basic understanding of the democratic 
process, was installed as Chancellor by presidential fiat, whereas Hitler, who despised 
parliamentary democracy altogether, managed in the fall of 1930 to get his party duly 


elected by the best of the Republic’s remaining constitutional devices. 


3 — THE RISE TO POWER 


SEPTEMBER 1930 TO 1933 


After his phenomenal victory in the Reichstag elections of September 1930, Hitler of 
course hoped that the President would appoint him Chancellor of the Weimar Republic. 
Although Hindenburg disliked him, Hitler knew that Hindenburg respected him as the 
leader of the second largest Reichstag party. There were three unresolved issues, however. 
First, Hitler’s party was smaller than the SPD. Second, although the conservative 
Hindenburg was opposed on principle to offering the chancellorship to a Social Democrat, 
he might in this case feel bound by the spirit of democracy that he had neglected by 
appointing Brüning to the chancellorship. Third, Hitler was not qualified for public office 
because he was not a German citizen. He was actually stateless, having lost his Austrian 
citizenship in 1925; he could not take a seat in the Reichstag and was even liable to be 
deported until the newly established Nazi government in Brunswick made him a 


naturalized German by handing him a nominal state office in February 1932. 


These delicate political circumstances hardly provided a firm base for an aspiring 
dictator who, at a time of national socioeconomic trouble, wanted to assume control of the 
central government. In this political quest more “democratic” backing for the NSDAP was 
essential. As it happened, the economic chaos appeared to be just what Hitler needed to 
carry him to the top. In 1922-23 he had ridden the wave of social and economic turmoil in 
Bavaria, using it to manipulate Germans to help him topple the government by force. A 
similar use of force after the September 1930 elections was out of the question, but there 
were signs that the economic crisis would increase the mass of Hitler’s followers — over 
100,000 in the fall of 1930 — until the NSDAP became, in electoral terms, the largest 
party in the land. 


Such an increase might be accompanied by certain changes in the social composition of 
the party that could have important consequences for Hitler’s political career: a greater 
share of workers to bolster the “mass appeal,” and a larger number of the influential 
personages who were wont to curry favor with politicians. In any event, a larger party in 
terms of both electoral potential and membership would certainly enhance Hitler’s 


chances for success. 


* 


THE WORKERS 


The increase in the percentage of workers among the newcomers (joiners) in the Nazi 
party that was evident between 1929 and 1933 must be viewed against the background of 
the Great Depression. This disaster left hardly any social group in Germany untouched 
except the beneficiaries of large capital and investment holdings. For wage and salary 
earners it meant a steady decrease in real income, a reduction in welfare benefits despite 
increases in the state insurance premiums, and, above all, a steep escalation of both 
unemployment and sporadic part-time work.[169] In order to posit a causal relationship 
between the depression and the increasing percentage of worker newcomers in the 
NSDAP, one would have to establish two facts: that the workers suffered more than other 
social groups, and that it was this greater degree of suffering that induced them to join the 
Nazi party. At a superficial level a case can be made for both presumptions. Previous 
scholarship has proved that the industrialized Ruhr, particularly its mining area, was 
affected more acutely by the depression than the other regions of Germany. It is also 
known that the proportion of industrial workers was largest in the metropolitan areas of 
the Ruhr. Further, it can be shown that the workers were much more drastically afflicted 
with joblessness and short-term employment than were the other societal segments. 
Finally, it is clear that the growth of the sector of unemployed workers in the Reich 
population corresponded with the increase in Nazi party membership after September 
1930.[170] And conversely, toward the end of the period, at the time of the Reichstag 
elections of November 6, 1932, when there was a slight easing of the economic plight of 
workers, particularly in the Ruhr, the NSDAP received fewer working-class votes than 
expected. Simultaneously, the rate at which laborers joined the NSDAP dropped somewhat 
and the rate at which members left the NSDAP to join the KPD increased.[171] 


But the situation of the workers in the NSDAP during this period of extreme economic 
hardship and heightened political polarization cannot be properly examined without using 
a wider frame of reference that includes the two leading Marxist parties, the SPD and the 
KPD. In regard to this wider framework, the documents and critical sociohistorical 
literature suggest, first of all, that between 1929 and 1933, although the basic pattern of 
interrelationship between the industrial urban proletariat and Marxism (as well as the 
converse of that relationship in the countryside) did not change in principle, more workers, 
in relative and absolute figures, left the Marxist parties for the radical right than ever 


before.[172] This tendency was less pronounced in the large cities, where workers were 


more likely to be unemployed; but the net gain for the Nazis in absolute numbers was such 
as to correspondingly decrease the percentages of other newcomer groups in the party. 
[173] Second, the shift of socialist-oriented workers to the NSDAP appears to have 
affected the SPD less than the KPD, in terms of membership as well as voting habits. In 
switching to one of the two radical parties, SPD members seem to have favored the KPD 
over the NSDAP.[174] In this connection, further consideration should be given to three 
important phenomena: the exchangeability of the NSDAP and the KPD as adequate 
vehicles of radical political expression; the ineptitude of the slowly ossifying Social 
Democratic structure; and the proselytizing effect of National Socialist palliatives, 


expressed in word as well as deed. 


The political similarity of the KPD to the NSDAP in this period of crisis made switches 
from the one to the other much more common than had previously been the case. Often, 
for example, the patrons of a local tavern acted as a unit and changed their political 
persuasion overnight. This switching process resulted, on the one hand, from the KPD’s 
long-standing failure to bring about, by parliamentary means, any lasting improvement in 
the socioeconomic situation of the working class.[175] On the other hand, it can be traced 
to a gradual fusing in the early thirties of the public images of the two radical camps: the 
Nazis, like the Communists, had perfected the dubious art of streetfighting, especially in 
the large industrial areas; they subscribed to a similar honor code (which was respected by 
the other party); and they professed a specific myth of martyrdom for the “cause.”[176] In 
addition, the Communists and Nazis borrowed propaganda from each other, occasionally 
supported each other on social and political issues in the lower government councils, and 
collaborated in strike action, most notably during the Berlin transport strike of November 
1932.[177] 


Much of the Nazi propaganda was directed squarely against the SPD, and the Nazi 
leadership scored remarkable success in drawing working-class members away from that 
party to its own ranks. This was particularly true in the small towns, such as Northeim 
near Hanover, where laborers normally favored the SPD over the Communists, and in the 
countryside, where the agricultural laborers were naturally attracted to the NSDAP. In fact, 
in the early thirties, when the Communist party’s growth rate was lower than that of the 
Nazi party but still positive, the SPD experienced a negative rate of growth. This 
development was intimately connected with depression-related factors, such as the refusal 
by the left wing of the SPD in March 1930 to support a proposal by the DDP and the 
Center Party for a future decrease of unemployment insurance benefits. The result was the 
fall of the Great Coalition cabinet under Hermann Müller.[178] Moreover, the SPD- 


controlled trade union Allgemeiner Deutscher Gewerkschaftsbund (ADGB) was losing 
favor with the workers, as indicated by the steady drop in membership from 1921 to 1932. 
The ADGB lost momentum not only because it associated itself with the Brüning 
administration in accepting a decrease of wages on December 14, 1931, but also because 
of the SPD’s weak showing in elections throughout the entire period.[179] In this 
connection it is significant that the NSDAP picked up support among workers in the 
countryside and in moderately industrialized regions such as Saxony and Thuringia, where 
the SPD-controlled unions were least efficiently organized and where street 
demonstrations called by the SPD were in utter disarray, in comparison with those of the 


two more radical parties. 


The Nazi party’s relatively large measure of success with the workers from 1930 to 1933 
was undoubtedly linked to both the sharpening of its propaganda tools and its welfare 
activities among the destitute, which convinced many workers in all regions of Germany 
of the Nazis’ “sincerity.” The recurring necessity for election preparation at intermediate 
as well as major levels compelled the Nazi leadership to refine its propaganda techniques 
and, especially, to replace sheer rhetoric with constructive plans for change.[180] Hence, 
although the hate slogans against the Republic and the bourgeois and workers’ parties by 
no means disappeared from Nazi posters and leaflets, there was remarkably little mention 
of the Feder Program, a scheme that had never impressed the proletariat.[181] Instead, 
concrete proposals appeared for quick solutions to the pressing issues of the moment, and 
in this vein Briining’s emergency decrees were branded as destructive to the workers. In a 
typical Prussian newspaper article of March 1932, Hitler addressed himself to the 
agricultural working population by stressing its priorities: the need to increase wages in 
money and in kind; the desirability of halting mechanization and rationalization on large 
estates; and the desirability of offering small-scale homesteads to laborers.[182] Workers 
of all levels could see that the Nazis were attempting to diversify their approach, that they 
were speaking to agricultural laborers as well as to Ruhr miners, and that they were being 


very careful not to offend the sensibilities of any specific group.[183] 


By this time the Nazis had no choice but to come out boldly and unequivocally in favor 
of strikes, holding out the possibility of strike action as bait in their attempt to enlarge the 
membership of their own union (NSBO). There is no question about the effectiveness of 
this policy: although the Nazis remained opposed to the conventional trade unions, NSBO 
membership increased from 39,000 late in 1931 to approximately 400,000 at the end of 
the Republic.[184] The Nazis also played their part in setting up soup kitchens for the 


unemployed, and, like East Prussia’s Gauleiter Erich Koch, they pushed for special 


unemployment relief measures in municipal councils.[185] 


Despite the Nazis’ efforts at the start of the thirties to attract the workers — efforts that 
at a time of unusual hardship brought them a proportionately greater influx of working- 
class members than in the previous period, even in the face of competition from the KPD 
and the SPD — they still could not claim to be a workers’ party. The NSDAP profited only 
incidentally from unemployment among the workers, and the lower class as a whole was 
still underrepresented in the party although it increased in absolute numbers. Because the 
Nazis still would not shed their middle-class image, the SPD and especially the KPD, 
using propaganda tactics and benefit relief programs of their own, continued to reap the 
political harvest on the left until Hitler forced them out of existence during the Third 
Reich.[186] 


THE LOWER MIDDLE CLASS 


Altogether, from 1930 to 1933, the rate at which newcomers from the lower middle class 
joined the NSDAP was not quite so high as in the preceding period, although the lower 
middle class as a whole was still overrepresented among both party joiners and old 
members. Even though tabular comparisons are difficult to make, percentage figures for 
key occupational subgroups such as merchants and farmers can be shown to have 
declined.[187] 


For the old-middle-class subgroups of artisans and small or intermediate merchants (4 
and 8), the socioeconomic situation had not changed basically, although it is certain that 
after September 1930 their difficulties were exacerbated by the developing crisis.| 188] 
These two groups were just as prone to exaggerate their economic suffering as they had 
been during the inflationary period. The small businessmen who were badly hurt by the 
crisis, as well as those who were badly frightened by it, were likely to turn to the NSDAP, 
especially since they found the political alternatives, such as the Economic Party 
(Wirtschaftspartei) disappointing.[189] For, although only 1 percent of all retail businesses 
were forced into bankruptcy in 1932, the record year of business failures, the actual 
number of failures was large. As William S. Allen has argued, it was large enough to 
frighten those businessmen who were still solvent into registering a protest by voting for 
or joining the radical right.[190] Usually the bankruptcies resulted directly from 
staggering interest rates, accompanied by conditions of deflation and a very tight credit 
market. Inevitably, net profits fell rapidly. In 1932 German independent craftsmen realized 


only 33.5 percent of their 1928 profit level.[191] East Prussian tobacco retailers are a case 


in point. Early in 1931 they found themselves unable to increase their profit margins 
because of competition from wholesale dealers who were believed to be resorting to 
unsavory business practices in the purported tradition of their Polish-Jewish ancestors. 
[192] The tobacco merchants were not the only ones to suffer; many other small 


businessmen seem to have been equally hard hit. 


If the economic crisis did supply the main motive for these groups’ allegiance to 
National Socialism, then the retail merchants in the countryside, who would have been 
better off than those in the large cities, should not have joined the party with such 
frequency. For the period 1930-1932 there was a remarkably lower percentage of Nazi 
merchant newcomers in the country than in the cities or small towns; but this pattern was 
not duplicated by the craftsmen newcomers. Perhaps craftsmen based in the country were 
less able than rural merchants to rely on the comparatively secure economic infrastructure 
of the countryside because they were more closely connected with industry in the city and 
so were more susceptible to crisis.[193] Another very different possibility could be that 
the causal relationship indicated here between the effects of the depression and the 
fluctuations in the NSDAP membership percentages was far more tenuous than has 
previously been believed.[194] 


In any case, the NSDAP again did its best to prove that it had the answers to all the ills 
of the depression. As before, it capitalized on the rampant anti-Semitism and also played 
up fears of Communism to the best of its ability. It continued its campaign against chain 
stores and consumer cooperatives and urged Nazi housewives to buy only from Nazi 
merchants. In contrast to the vague promises contained in its Feder Program, the party 
now called for plentiful credit, for various insurance and welfare plans, and especially for 
the establishment of selective training and examination mechanisms to restrict the 
competitive market. Insofar as it was designed to benefit the craftsmen, this program at the 
high point of its development was very similar to the corporative ideology propounded by 
the Austrian scholar Othmar Spann and, farther afield, to that of Italian fascism.[195] 
Slowly, as the NSDAP managed to infiltrate such small-business associations as the Main 
Organization of the German Retail Trade, at both the regional and national level, and even 
created an apparatus within the party to deal with problems through propaganda, National 
Socialism began to emerge as the only viable political alternative to the previous lobbies 
and formations, notably the Economic Party. This situation, however, lasted only until the 
fall of 1932, when Hitler, for strategic reasons, replaced Dr. Otto Wilhelm Wagener, the 
party exponent of corporative ideas, with Dr. Walther Funk, who was much more attuned 


to the interests of industry and commerce. This change signaled the end of the liaison 


between small business and Nazism that had begun in the early twenties.[196] 


By comparison with the previous period, the decline in the percentage of farmer 
newcomers to the Nazi party between 1930 and 1933 was slight, but there was a decline. 
[197] Indeed, it can be shown that in the last few years of the Weimar Republic the small 
farmers or peasants were no better off than they had been in the late twenties, with the 
possible exception of the last quarter of 1932; and, in fact, 1931 stands out as the peak 
year of the agrarian crisis. Interestingly, Nazi party newcomers from among the peasantry 
appear to have dropped off in numbers in 1932 as compared with 1931, according to a 
preliminary count I made in 1976.[198] 


The negative developments in the economic sector after September 1930 brought 
distress to many farmers. The vicious circle of crop failures, credit shortages, low prices 
for agricultural products, low tariffs, rising taxes, bankruptcies, and falling net profits 
could not be stopped. The most serious crop failure was the low grain harvest of 1931, 
especially in the East, including Silesia. Wholesale cattle prices dropped alarmingly, 
plunging from the 1930 rate of 12 percent above the base level of 1913 to 17 percent 
below that level in 1931, and then to 36 percent below it in 1932. By 1931, cries for higher 
tariffs were rising from every corner of the country, including the hitherto less susceptible 
German South. Foreclosures became inevitable, and by June 1931 the collective debt of 
German farmers had reached the staggering figure of three billion dollars.[199] 


The Nazi leadership, using the efficient party institutions built up by Richard Walther 
Darre, consistently directed its propaganda against so-called foreign influences 
(epitomized by the Young Plan), the governments in Berlin and the Lander capitals, and 
the traditional farmers’ organizations, and continued to focus on the most contentious 
current issues. By the fall of 1931, at the nadir of rural prosperity, the Nazis succeeded in 
dislodging the Reichslandbund in the state elections in Hesse. This marked not only the 
beginning of the downfall of Germany’s most powerful peasants’ lobby but also the Nazis’ 
final breakthrough among the peasantry of Bavaria, who, tied to Catholic interests in both 
the Reichslandbund and the Bavarian particularist parties, had been slow in coming over 
to the Nazi movement.[200] On December 18, 1931, Darre’s lieutenant, Werner Willikens, 
joined the presidium of the Reichslandbund, making use of the National Socialist art of 
gradual infiltration of existing bourgeois institutions for manipulatory purposes. Here, as 


in the small-business associations, corporative ideas became firmly established.[201] 


It is not clear whether the final months of 1932 brought the farmers sufficient economic 


alleviation to induce them to once again turn their backs on the Nazi party. Regional 


reports for the autumn of 1932 indicate that although the harvest of some crops had 
increased, further declines in wholesale prices had compounded the already existing 
problems of marketing. On the other hand, the Weimar Republic had begun to take some 
sluggish action with regard to tariff protection and the suspension of foreclosures.[202] In 
areas such as East Prussia the Nazis were campaigning among the local farmers in a last 
desperate effort, pulling out all the stops before the Reichstag election of November. And 
in Hesse, Franconia, Swabia, and Bavaria the NSDAP scored record highs in both of the 
Reichstag elections of that year. But if the rate of Nazi recruitment among the farmers was 
really declining in North and West Germany at that time (which might account for the 
slight drop in the peasants’ percentage at the end of 1932), it is certain that the potential 
for membership in South Germany had not yet been exhausted. For whereas Upper 
Bavarian Catholics still tended to shy away from party membership but found nothing 
wrong with voting for the NSDAP in elections, their Franconian comrades, around 
Nuremberg for instance, had long been embracing the NSDAP with enthusiasm. If the 
party had had a little more time in Bavaria to drive home the effects of the rural depression 
before Hitler came to power, it might have been able to remove the last traditionally 
motivated qualms among Bavarian ultramontane farmers and induce them finally to sign 


up as members at party headquarters.[203] 


The lower and intermediate civil servants (subgroup 7) tended to be somewhat 
underrepresented in the NSDAP after September 1930. Their percentage among the 
newcomers actually declined until mid-1932, at which time it shot up again. Shortly 
before Hitler’s assumption of power, 10 percent of all German civil servants were said to 
have joined the Nazi movement.[204] The reasons for this are complex. Whereas it was 
comparatively easy for the Nazi leadership to gear its propaganda machine to the specific 
needs of most middle-class groups, especially after the onset of the depression, it was 
difficult to do this in regard to the lower (as well as upper) civil servants because some of 
the most extreme measures initiated against civil servants by the Briining cabinet 
happened to be in accord with the Nazis’ own philosophy. The first cost-and staff-cutting 
ordinances of the Berlin government directed against state officials came in late 1930, but 
more severe measures followed in 1931, such as the emergency decree of August 24 that 
further reduced the salaries of municipal and government bureaucrats. As a result, 
disappointment and bitterness spread among Germany’s administrators at every level and 


soon found expression in many public rallies.[205] 


In the uniquely unhappy case of these civil servants, particularly the lower ones, the 


Nazi leaders committed a strategic blunder. They failed to reconcile the bureaucrats’ 


desires with those of the other occupational strata whom the party was also endeavoring to 
win over but whose vested interests were somewhat opposed to those of the state officials. 
As it turned out, in this particular instance the Nazis’ policy of trying to meet everybody’s 
needs led to polarization, with the result that one group could only be satisfied at the 
expense of another. For example, Nazi support of the much publicized issue of special 
financial cutbacks for civil servants during the depression alienated those officials but 
found favor with the peasants, independent craftsmen, and merchants, to whom the Nazis 
were also appealing. The Nazis’ stance, voiced by their Reichstag spokesman, Jakob 
Sprenger, in the parliamentary session of December 19, 1930, was hypocritical: earlier, 
before the September elections, they had openly condemned such cuts.[206] At a 
propaganda meeting in Insterburg (East Prussia) on October 12, 1930, the NSDAP 
speaker, Karl Maria von Wedel, had rebuffed many potential civil-service sympathizers 
when he unabashedly condoned further salary reductions. One Nazi critic wrote, “News of 
this attitude by the NSDAP toward the civil servants had spread like wildfire among the 
officials of the town, so that their former enthusiasm for the NSDAP has been severely 
dampened, if they are not altogether opposed to the party by now.”[207] In other cases, 
lower civil servants such as teachers and policemen were subjected to pressure by local 
party chapters to induce them to join the party under the threat that their careers might 
otherwise be in jeopardy after the Nazis had taken over. Similar threats were already being 
implemented in regions where the Nazis held power locally — in Brunswick, Thuringia, 
and the Franconian town of Coburg. It stands to reason that in such trying times, when the 
Nazi leadership was under pressure to meet the sociopolitical demands of almost every 
sector of society, the social groups that had been the early targets of Hitler’s inbred 
prejudices would eventually fare worse than the others.[208] This was especially evident 
on those occasions when simple-minded party leaders like Hermann Esser expressed their 
opinions officiously in public and paid no heed to the need for a balanced propaganda 


effort as advocated by more sober-minded functionaries like Gregor Strasser.[209] 


Men like Strasser attempted to counteract the disastrous effects of such a self-defeating 
policy by continuing the attitude of benevolence toward civil servants that had been 
pursued in earlier years. Late in 1931 a conscious effort was made by the NSDAP 
leadership to improve the party’s image among the state administrators. Averring that the 
Nazis’ policy toward civil servants was being discredited by the professional lobbies and 
bourgeois parties, NSDAP leaders reemphasized the pro-civil-servant planks of the Feder 
Program and gradually came around to recognizing the remuneration demands of the 


lower officials — the point of greatest contention.[210] This effort was intensified in the 


spring of 1932, when a Prussian state election, a Reichstag election, and two presidential 
elections finally provided ample opportunity for the Nazi leaders to make their stand 


unmistakably 


clear to Germany’s state officials. At a time when these officials had been thoroughly 
demoralized by the failure of governments and parties alike to meet their individual needs 
and allay their fears of the future, the NSDAP came out unequivocally in favor of tenure 
(even for female officials), higher salaries, and decent living quarters. The party added 
weight to its statement by strongly criticizing Briining’s emergency legislation, the SPD 
party patronage system said to be practiced by members of the higher civil service 
echelons, and the negative ramifications of such “foreign influences” as the Young Plan, 
which had supposedly condemned the German state railway employees to slavery through 


its system of reparation guarantees.[211] 


The new regime of Chancellor Franz von Papen, which began in June 1932, altered the 
situation for the Nazis, for the various restrictions imposed on the openly activist Nazi 
public servants by the states of Prussia and Baden, and sporadically by other state 
governments, were either revoked or could be openly ignored. (This was even more the 
case after Papen’s forceful takeover of the Prussian government in July.) As a 
consequence of the new situation, as well as of the Nazis’ more vigorous efforts on behalf 
of the civil servants, the absolute number of Nazi newcomers from that group began to 
rise again and continued to do so until the very day of Hitler’s assumption of power. This 
process was also aided by a modest expansion of the National Socialist officials’ lobby 
that had been formally instituted by Sprenger in 1931. By the fall of 1932, Nazi activities 
in the interest of the civil servants had increased noticeably, ranging from special party 
meetings for civil servants of Nazi persuasion to outright attempts at conversion among 
those who were still unconvinced. Particular attention was paid to the public school 
teachers, who had special grievances of their own in addition to the problems suffered by 
other civil officials. On April 2 and 3, 1932, when 20,000 teachers (the great majority of 
whom came from the lower schools) attended a Nazi Teachers’ League rally in Berlin, 
they gave impressive testimony of the strength of the Nazi movement within Germany’s 
lower officialdom. The crowd assembled in the capital represented approximately 7 
percent of all the teachers then working in the Reich, even though only a little more than 
half of them were bona fide members of the NSDAP, doubtless because of the disciplinary 
sanctions that had been imposed upon teachers up to that time.[212] 


The percentage of white-collar workers (lower employees or clerks — subgroup 6) who 


joined the party between September 1930 and 1933 was also somewhat lower than it had 
been in the preceding period. This can be attributed to their new relationship to the blue- 
collar workers in day-to-day situations. Clerks who were out of work, often for a much 
longer time than the laborers, were now forced to work alongside laborers doing odd jobs 
or to mingle with them in the welfare lineups of the large cities. This association was 
bitterly resented by the clerks. So, after 1929, as they became aware of the larger influx of 
blue-collar workers into the NSDAP, the clerks tended to stay away from the Nazi party 
more than before, although their socioeconomic prospects had not essentially changed 
since the late twenties. For these clerks, there was to be no social mixing with the workers, 
not even in the NSDAP, lest they might become easy prey to the process of 
proletarianization that they had so dreaded in the past. 


In the cities and towns, however, the lower clerks in the Reich came to the party more 
readily than in the countryside, a situation that was exactly the reverse of the workers’. 
This seems to indicate that although unemployment brought less distress in absolute terms 
to white-collar workers than to laborers (despite the clerks’ lower chances of 
advancement), unemployment nevertheless served as the prime cause of the clerks’ drift to 
the NSDAP, for it occurred with much greater frequency in the metropolitan areas than in 
the country. As in the case of the retail merchants, clerks in the countryside were better 
able than those in the city to withstand the crisis, including the effects of unemployment. 
The support of the agrarian infrastructure, which might include a small plot of privately 
owned land, was more solid than anything the city could provide and thus made survival 
in the village easier than in the big city.[213] 


THE ELITE 


Between 1929 and Hitler’s assumption of power in January 1933 the attraction of the 
NSDAP as a political alternative to other bourgeois parties increased considerably for the 
upper middle class and former aristocracy. If this fact is not demonstrable by statistical 
data, that is because many members of the upper levels of German society still preferred 
to express their sympathy for National Socialism through methods other than outright 
party membership, such as electoral support.[214] The reasons for such seemingly 
contradictory behavior varied. Whereas the upper civil servants in such states as Prussia 
and Baden were prohibited from joining the Nazis by decree, many intellectuals and 
academics had a natural dislike for the National Socialists’ continued use of a 


parliamentary strategy on their quasi-legal road to power. And entrepreneurs often 


preferred to make clandestine financial contributions to the party instead of joining it, in 
order to avoid harming their businesses. Hence the silent minority support that the NSDAP 
enjoyed within the upper echelons from 1930 to 1933 is less apparent from membership 
Statistics than from private letters or confidential protocols of business proceedings that 
have survived in the archives. Collectively, the elite remained clearly overrepresented in 


the party. 


There is little doubt that the September elections of 1930, in which the right-of-center 
bourgeois parties lost significantly to the Nazis, solidified business executive and 
entrepreneurial interest in the NSDAP (subgroups 10 and 14). In the historical literature a 
great deal has been made of the fact that Hitler owed his success in early 1933 to the 
backing he received at decisive moments from distinct business groups with vast political 
influence. Again, although it can be argued that the great industrialists were not without 
responsibility for Hitler’s coming to power, the strength of their association with the Nazi 
party is still as questionable as the consistency of their long-range support. Moreover, if 
one takes into account the effects of the depression, which were of relatively small 
concern to the big industrialists in the Ruhr or Upper Silesia, it is more likely that support 
for Hitler came, as before, from small and intermediate businessmen, who stood to suffer 
heavy personal losses and consequently could have looked upon the NSDAP as a savior 


from total economic ruin.[215] 


After September 1930, influential lobbies representing heavy industry (such as the 
Ruhrlade) intensified their connections with the party and contributed funds to various 
chapters. The reports vary; but it is likely that Walther Funk, the party’s intelligent 
intermediary between heavy industry and the NSDAP, not only established new and 
important links with industry but also handled certain financial transactions. Other 
personalities from the world of big business who surfaced in 1930-31 without necessarily 
becoming party members were Fritz Thyssen, Hugo Stinnes, Paul Reusch, Albert Vogler, 
Fritz Springorum, and, in the role of a more direct spokesman for this group, August 
Heinrichsbauer. But as was true for the preceding periods, there is no evidence that the 
Nazis received sufficiently large sums of money from these circles to sustain the party 
financially.[216] 


Again, all the available evidence suggests that while Hitler was bent on winning over big 
business with the aid of suitable lieutenants, the magnates themselves moved cautiously, 
considering any support for the Nazi party, especially financial contributions, as merely a 


possible alternative to their donations to the bourgeois parties, which had by no means 


ceased.[217] After all, it was sound policy to have more than one iron in the fire. During 
Papen’s brief chancellorship (June-November 1932) big business quite naturally rallied 
around the so-called Cabinet of Barons and saw in its members the ideal political 
representatives. Papen was relentless in his opposition to organized labor. It was only after 
his fall, and subsequently because of General Kurt von Schleicher’s muddled pseudo- 
socialist measures, that Hitler, with the forceful backing of Papen, emerged as a genuine 
political candidate for the industrialists. Hence, in December 1932 and January 1933 there 
was a further strengthening of the rather weak relationship between National Socialism 
and industry, which in late January would lead to Hindenburg’s appointment of Hitler as 
Chancellor.[218] 


The gradually mounting encouragement rendered to the Nazis after September 1930 by 
the small and intermediate businessmen was more significant for the development of the 
NSDAP as a social phenomenon than the periodic financial or political support of large 
industry. Not only were small businessmen (such as owners and managers of family 
enterprises) much more likely to sign up as party comrades, but their local and regional 
influence on behalf of the NSDAP reached more deeply and carried farther than that of the 
elusive magnates.[219] Characteristically, the party adjusted its administrative machinery 
to these conditions when the need was realized. At the beginning of 1931 Dr. Wagener 
took over the economic-political department of the NSDAP, reporting directly to 
Konstantin Hierl. Wagener, like his fellow functionaries who were dealing with questions 
concerning the old middle class, emphasized a corporative approach to economic 
problems, holding that only a horizontal organization of business interests within the 
NSDAP that favored a harmonious, organic relationship between employers and 
employees would cure the country of its socioeconomic ills. Although this approach did 
not appeal to big businessmen because their economic philosophy continued to be based 
on a recognition of the traditional vertical organization with its cleavage between 
capitalists and proletariat, an organization that militated against any form of worker 
participation in business decision-making, it did appeal to small-scale entrepreneurs, who 
tended to look upon corporative forms of organization as a potential guarantee against 


harmful disputes and subsequent work stoppages.[220] 


Wagener (who, interestingly enough, remained at his post only until September 1932, 
shortly before the rapprochement between Hitler and big business) appealed particularly to 
representatives of light industry, manufacture, and whole-sale distributing and services. 
They operated in the shadow of the big cartels and could least afford costly lockouts — 


the favorite economic weapon applied by heavy industry such as mining against the mass 


of workers, particularly in 1928.[221] Typical of these groups were the intermediate textile 
manufacturers of Saxony, such as the self-made Martin Mutschmann (the Gauleiter), the 
thermometer makers in Thuringia, and the Rhenish iron wholesalers represented by Otto 
Wolff. Wherever these circles, threatened as they were by rising debts and falling profits, 
severed their political ties with the DVP or the DNVP, they not only voted for the NSDAP 
but often contributed money to it, even though on an irregular basis.[222] If such local 
donors chose to remain anonymous and stay outside the party, it was mainly because they 
were afraid of business repercussions from protagonists of the bourgeois right, who were 
still suspicious of the “socialist” ingredients in the Nazi movement. In some areas, small- 
scale entrepreneurs even had to beware of boycotts instigated by Communists, like that 
imposed on the owner of a construction company in East Prussia. Consequently, 
expenditures for the Nazi party were hardly ever reflected in a firm’s business records. 
[223] Similarly, the large-scale entrepreneurial farmers, especially in East Germany, 
formed an ever-growing group of loyal supporters of the Nazi party. Like the struggling 
urban businessmen, and despite governmental support schemes, they were much more 
seriously affected by the depression than the great industrialists and hence would have had 
reason to exchange their political allegiance to the DNVP or the Catholic Center Party for 
a working alliance with the NSDAP.[224] This often, but not necessarily, resulted in 
formal party membership.[225] Thus it comes as no surprise that in the winter of 1932-33 
the large landowners who were prominent in the Reichslandbund, already controlled by 


the Nazis, played an instrumental role in Hitler’s assumption of power.[226] 


Executives and entrepreneurs, whether small or great, as well as other representatives of 
the upper strata of German society, were encouraged in their positive attitude toward 
National Socialism by the party’s gradual rapprochement with the two established 
churches, particularly the Protestant church. This occurred after 1929, even before the 
important election of September 1930 in which the spectacular losses of the traditional 
right-wing parties convinced many church-minded upper-bourgeois and aristocratic 
Germans that the NSDAP warranted a closer look.[227] Officially, the party still upheld 
paragraph 24 of the Feder Program of February 1920, stating that although it professed to 
support a “positive Christianity,” there was to be general tolerance of religious beliefs and 
no confusion of religion with politics. This aim was, in fact, reiterated in early 1925 when 
Hitler reestablished the party.[228] 


But after 1929 the NSDAP became frankly interested in the churches for strategic 
reasons. The effect of the 1930 election on the bourgeois camp was not lost on its 


seasoned propagandists, as subsequent efforts, notably during the various elections of 


1932, were to show.[229] From the party’s point of view, two approaches were feasible, 
and both were tried more or less simultaneously in the last two years of the Weimar 
Republic. One entailed taking an active interest in church (predominantly Protestant) 
institutions and attempting to influence regional church developments. For example, in 
Prussia in 1932 the NSDAP participated in Protestant church elder elections with a 
separate list of “Protestant National Socialists,” who were directed by Brandenburg’s 
Gauleiter Wilhelm Kube. The other approach meant active support in the establishment of 
specifically National Socialist church groups, such as the one that sprang up among 
volkisch Lutherans in Berlin in 1931.[230] Another possibility, to organize Protestant 
pastors in Nazi formations analogous to the corporate associations and interest lobbies in 
small business and professional circles, was discarded for reasons of “political neutrality,” 
although many Protestant clergymen did join the Nazi party on an individual basis 
between 1929 and 1933 and even put their services at the disposal of regional Nazi party 
administrators.[231] 


The results of this remarkable liaison between established Protestantism and the Nazi 
party were in the long run beneficial to Hitler and his lieutenants, although he himself 
never seems to have displayed a great personal interest in it.[232] The situation was 
somewhat peculiar in that Hitler was formally a Roman Catholic and was surrounded 
largely by Catholic advisers. Although this fact disturbed some conservative Lutherans 
who were concerned about German Protestants’ survival in a Catholic-dominated Third 
Reich, it was mainly the spokesmen of the Catholic hierarchy who, in conjunction with the 
Center Party in the West as well as the Bavarian People’s Party in the South, heartily 
opposed Hitler and the National Socialist ideology.[233] They felt especially provoked by 
party philosopher Alfred Rosenberg’s anti-Catholic diatribes, published in 1930 in his 
book The Myth of the Twentieth Century.[234] If the book created less stir among 
Protestant leaders, it was because their specific sensibilities were not so strongly violated. 
For although Martin Luther, for instance, was condemned for certain medieval twists in 
his thinking, he was not assailed in the manner of the “Jewish” St. Paul but appeared 
instead as a Germanic hero.[235] Moreover, since Hitler himself did not seem to have 
thrown his full official weight behind Rosenberg’s antireligious arguments, Protestants, 
insofar as they chose to do so, found it easy to discard them as just the private opinion of 
one radical Nazi functionary.[236] 


The gradually improving relationship between the Nazi leadership and the Protestant 
church was undoubtedly instrumental in drawing academically trained professionals and 


intellectuals (subgroup 12) to the party in greater numbers after 1929. Although it is 


difficult to ascertain statistically whether the contingent of student Nazi newcomers 
(subgroup 13) actually increased, it can be proved that students continued to be 
overrepresented in the party. The physical and mental suffering engendered by the 
depression was beginning to drive more German academics and academic hopefuls into 
Hitler’s camp. Among them were unemployed university graduates or students just before 
graduation with no jobs in sight who may previously have supported the DVP or the 
DNVP. Despair was rampant by 1931. In the summer of that year, Nazi university students 
captured the majority in Reich student self-government (Deutsche Studentenschaft) 
elections at the annual convention in Graz. In October, a German youth leader, then 
indubitably anti-Nazi and considering emigration to escape from economic misery, 
expressed his thoughts in a private letter to a friend: “As the plight of approximately one 
thousand young academics whose number will climb from year to year is being ignored, 
my doubts are mounting whether this is the same fatherland which I once served as a 
seventeen-year-old volunteer and for which tens of thousands of the worthiest of my 
generation have shed their blood in Flanders and God knows where else. As desperation 
takes hold of me, I can almost feel how the soil will be fertilized with Hitler’s lethal ideas, 
and for many, the harvest has already begun.” [237] 


Although local and regional Nazi leaders still harbored doubts about the usefulness of 
new party comrades drawn from the conventional elite, whose thinking they often found 
difficult to understand, they made the most of the situation by accommodating the 
newcomers in their party chapters and occasionally by providing jobs for them.[238] Thus 
by 1932 a symphony orchestra staffed entirely by unemployed musicians was being 
supported by the party.[239] At the same time, great care was taken to enlarge and refine 
the Nazi professional associations, such as the League of National Socialist German 
Jurists (BNSDJ), founded in 1928, and also to develop new ones, like the Fighting 
Association of German Architects and Engineers, created in the summer of 1931.[240] 
Professionals in the health services, such as physicians and pharmacists, had a solid 
economic motive for joining the Nazis: their earnings were falling because of the decrease 
in returns from the expanded public insurance system. And many physicians who were 
prospering feared attempts at totally socialized medicine, which some colleagues of 
Marxist persuasion were favoring.[241] Lawyers, especially younger ones, suffered from 
the overcrowding of their profession. Luckily for some, as violent confrontations — 
particularly with the Communists — escalated all over the Reich, the Nazi party had an 
urgent need for lawyers to defend Stormtrooper terrorists in the republican courts. At the 


same time, however, the NSDAP realized that lawyers formed a professional group whose 


members had to avoid giving the impression of being too closely linked to the Nazis for 
fear of being rejected by their more conservative peers as well as by the government 
agencies.[242] This once again raised a problem that the Nazis had faced earlier: how to 
appeal to members of the upper echelons of society who could not or would not join the 
party outright but who nevertheless made no secret of their sympathy with Nazism and 
tried to express that feeling in other ways.[243] This, it should be stressed, is the main 
reason why the strength of Nazi influence within the upper circles was even greater than is 


indicated by the membership statistics. 


Accompanying the socioeconomic disillusionment of these upper societal segments, but 
now heightened by visions of imminent doom, were the same sentiments of cultural 
alienation that had been evident in earlier years. With the apocalypse in sight, many 
German intellectuals, whose critical faculties were dulled by their penchant for the 
irrational, reveled in their cynical rejection of the highly touted accomplishments of the 
democratic Republic, most of all the parliament. In 1932, when Ernst Jiinger composed his 
fascist treatise “The Worker,” praising the manly ideals of elitism and brutal war, and 
when Oswald Spengler declared that one might as well vote for Hitler for President, more 
and more academics turned to the NSDAP as the dictatorial alternative to what they had 
come to loathe as democratically administered chaos. These tendencies were quite 
naturally increased by the fears of Bolshevism that had chronically beset the upper classes 
since the defeat of 1918.[244] However, by late 1932 (as evidenced by the election of 
November 6), the Nazi party had lost some of its favor with intellectuals and other 
representatives of the elite because academics had come to feel that Hitler — for whatever 
reason — not only was wasting too much effort on the workers but was himself clinging 


too rigidly to parliamentary devices on his way to power.[245] 


Up to the end of 1932 the NSDAP was also slowly making headway among the higher 
civil servants (subgroup 11). The case of the Prussian pastors has already been mentioned. 
Upper-school teachers, alarmed by such economic strictures as salary cuts, were also 
turning to the Nazis, covertly at first, but more openly under the reign of Chancellors 
Papen and Schleicher in 1932. By the beginning of 1933 there were disproportionately 
more upper-school teachers in the NSDAP than lower-school teachers, for many of the 
latter found it difficult to sever their ties with liberal and leftist parties.[246] 


Among the faculties in the universities the drift to the Nazis was not so obvious. 
Professors were reluctant to identify themselves publicly with a group that was more and 


more taking on the outward appearance of a mass party; their sense of elitism tended to 


direct them back to the ivory tower, which more often than not meant political neutrality. 
Besides, the traditional political haven for higher academics had been and still was the 
monarchical DNVP. It was more common for the younger than the older faculty members 
to sport Nazi party membership pins in their lapels; most of them were untenured, and 
they were often products of the Nazi Student Union. Thus, at the Technical University of 
Brunswick only one full professor had joined the party before January 1933, while two 
senior lecturers and seven graduate assistants had become members. Nevertheless, the 
number of converts to Nazism among the professors, often motivated by anti-Semitism, 
was growing, especially in 1932, and even if most of them chose to remain outside the 
party, the evidence suggests that in their heart of hearts they had switched their allegiance 
to Hitler.[247] 


Finally, by 1932 more and more higher bureaucrats (also in subgroup 11) were changing 
over to National Socialism.[248] Their reasons were as diverse as those of the academic 
professionals, and not dissimilar. Like the academics, the judges and district 
administrators were concerned about the threat of Bolshevism posed by the growing 
number of Communists in Germany’s big cities. They worried about the government’s 
notorious inability to control economic and political turmoil, and while many may have 
appreciated that Briining’s cabinet already had gone a long way toward investing the 
higher bureaucracy with greater powers to ensure implementation of decree legislation, a 
goodly number felt that this was not enough. Their understanding of “law and order” 
called, above all, for a greater commitment to the concept of the German nation as 
symbolized by the Hohenzollern dynasty, and a much sharper rejection of the concept of 
the Weimar Republic. The more cynical state officials even went so far as to advocate the 
abrogation of judicial independence for court judges. Professor Carl Schmitt’s acid 
criticism of the workings of the democratic constitution in daily parliamentary practice 
was finding a ready audience.[249] 


These officials, too, were suffering acutely from the salary cuts necessitated by 
Briining’s and even Papen’s emergency decrees.[250] Increasingly suspicious of 
colleagues whose only credentials seemed to be their good standing as members of the 
SPD, the bureaucrats listened eagerly to the Nazis’ harangues. Although the National 
Socialists had condemned high salaries for upper civil servants and so won approval from 
the lower officials, they were also insisting that civil servants would have to be 
remunerated “on the basis of real accomplishments.” This stab at the prorepublican SPD- 
patronized officials was obviously meant to mollify the nationalistic bureaucrats.[251] In a 


similar spirit, Jakob Sprenger, during a Reichstag debate in December 1930, castigated the 


rigid promotion system that trapped many a youthful civil servant in his first post with no 
chance of professional advancement for many years.[252 | 


Still, like the university professors, the other upper civil servants were somewhat slow in 
signing up for membership, at least until the summer of 1932.[253] Men who had dared to 
do so in the past were known to have been transferred; and so when Count Fritz-Dietlof 
von der Schulenburg joined the party in the fall of 1931, his action left his superior in a 
state of shock, for he fully anticipated Schulenburg’s dismissal from state service. Another 
reason why Nazi-minded higher bureaucrats stayed out of Hitler’s party was that they 
were often expressly asked to do so by local Nazi leaders, who believed that they could 
better serve the Nazi cause in a seemingly nonpartisan way. This, for example, was true of 
Dr. Benno Martin, then a young state counselor (Regierungsrat) in the Nuremberg police 
presidium, who later rose to prominence as Nuremberg’s police chief and remained in this 
position until the end of the Third Reich.[254] 


* 


By 1933 Hitler had succeeded in maintaining and even in strengthening the ties between 
his party and important representatives of the still vastly influential social elite. This 
alliance bore all the marks of a marriage of convenience: Hitler needed patricians and 
mandarins to smooth his path to the top, and they in turn planned to use the Führer as a 
“drummer boy” for their own schemes, aimed largely at preserving the old order and 


neutralizing the threat of Communism. 


The alliance was endangered several times in 1932, when elitist circles feared that the 
Nazi party was moving too close to the working class by championing the cause of 
hundreds of thousands of destitute unemployed. Members of the elite particularly feared 
the SA, which had begun to resemble a huge, disorganized band of desperadoes. And 
when Hitler’s chief of staff, Gregor Strasser, tried in early December to come to some 
agreement with the new Chancellor, General von Schleicher, a reactionary who dallied 
with notions of populist “socialism,” this did not warm the Führer’s relationship with the 
influential few outside the Berlin cabinet. But Strasser’s departure from the NSDAP after 
the talks with Schleicher proved abortive helped to bring about crucial meetings between 
key representatives of government, conservative vested interests, and the National 


Socialists. 


As a result, Hitler was appointed Chancellor by Hindenburg on January 30, 1933. That 
evening thousands of National Socialists carried torches through the streets of the capital, 


past the chancellery in the Wilhelmstrasse where Hitler waved down to them from a 


balcony. He was greeting his supporters, Germans from all walks of life, many of whom 
had given him their unqualified backing throughout the Time of Struggle and who now 
celebrated with him their hard-earned triumph. And so the Nazi party, which had taken its 
name from the working class and had attained national prominence as a mass formation 
supported by the lower middle class, was finally elevated to the seat of power by the 


German elite. 


4 — THE PEACEFUL PERIOD 


JANUARY 1933 TO SEPTEMBER 1939 


After January 1933 the character of the National Socialist Workers’ party changed. 
During the Weimar Republic it had served Hitler as an instrument to obtain political power 
by formal democratic means. He had been interested in attracting to it as many people as 
possible in order to gain strong electoral backing, people who came from every stratum in 
the German Reich, from both sexes, and from all age groups. But when the NSDAP 
became a state monopolist organization in a dictatorial system, it did not need popular 
support. Its political power was guaranteed by other agencies staffed by technocrats and 
by experts in terror and oppression — agencies such as the SS, the Gestapo, and to a 
certain extent the SA. And although the Nazi party lost importance vis-a-vis the SS and, 
after the onset of the war, the army, this did not mean that it became obsolete. Many 
administrative tasks remained within its sphere of competence, and new responsibilities 


were added as the regime progressed. 


One of the party’s functions was to serve as a link between the regime’s political 
leadership and the German people. If a representative share of the people could be 
organized within the party’s ranks, the leadership would be in a position to monitor, and 
thereby to quietly control, prevailing attitudes within the population — attitudes that 
indicated the degree of consensus between the people and their leadership. After 1932 the 
NSDAP became a measuring device as well as a steering mechanism in the relationship 
between Germans and their government. This raises three questions about the party’s 
membership: the ultimate shape the party was to assume (elite or mass); the degree of 
choice embodied in a decision for or against membership; and the motives for taking up 


membership, including the play of social and economic factors in shaping these motives. 


First, although by 1933 or 1934 the NSDAP had become an official monopolistic 
institution with a proclivity toward elitism, it still clung to its historic claim of being a 
mass movement, or at least the backbone of one. Second, German Volksgenossen 
(comrades-in-the-folk) were never forced to join the party, especially not collectively, 
although in the case of certain individuals and even certain subgroups strong suasion was 


applied in soliciting “voluntary” membership. This happened especially during three 


phases of the peaceful period of the Third Reich when the membership rolls were opened 
to all “Aryans” (non-Jewish German citizens): in the summer of 1933, in 1937, and in 
1939. But in 1934-1936 and 1938 only young people (generally not older than twenty- 
one) and certain privileged members of NSDAP adjunct organizations, such as the Nazi 
Student Union (NSDStB), were permitted to sign up.[255] 


Third, if NSDAP membership was by and large voluntary, what were the motives of the 
men and women who decided to join after the Time of Struggle? (Even in the best years 
their number never reached 10 percent of the population.) Before 1933 the party had 
represented a social and political protest movement, indeed, in 1932 a mass protest 
movement; but after 1932 this was not the case. If in that year the prevailing aim of Nazi 
newcomers had been to gain relief from desperate socioeconomic straits, the same motive 
would not have been valid in 1937 or 1939 after economic conditions had become 
bearable. Still, in 1933 when a great mass of Germans rushed to the party offices (see 
figure 1), the Great Depression had by no means passed. “Men joined the Party to get a 
job or to hold a job or to get a better job or to save themselves from getting a worse job, or 
to get a contract or to hold a contract, a customer, a client, a patient.” This verdict voiced 
by Milton Mayer in 1955 suggests sociopolitical opportunism as a mainspring for action; 
yet it does not exclude the possibility of governmental pressure or ideological conviction 


as additional factors in the decisions of German men and women.[256] 


* 


The analysis of the social composition of the Nazi membership from 1933 to 1939 is 
empirically supported by data from the Reich, part of the larger Berlin Document Center 
sample described in the Introduction. This subsample of Nazi joiners was broken down by 
region to facilitate comparisons between large cities, towns, and the countryside (figures 
2-5). To illustrate the case of medical doctors as a particularly Nazi-prone group, a 
separate figure (figure 6), incorporating data from the BDC subsample, was drawn up. 


These joiners should be viewed in the manner outlined at the beginning of chapter 3. 


The new joiners’ percentages have been supplemented with data on established Nazi 
members in Frankfurt/Main in 1940 and the Reich in 1942. Finally, data on anti-Nazi 
(Communist) victims of the regime have been added, in order to suggest comparisons 


between the social structure of the Nazis and that of the Communists. 


THE WORKERS 


Even though there is no evidence that members of the German working class were 
physically or psychologically compelled by functionaries of the regime to join the Nazi 
party between 1933 and 1939 (and later), the motivations underlying workers’ voluntary 
NSDAP membership must be carefully evaluated. Is it correct, for instance, to say with 
Oxford historian Timothy W. Mason that the regime was both dependent on and afraid of 
the workers, and that it entered into a sort of operational relationship with them, 
mollifying them materially but at the same time threatening them with subjugation either 
then or in the future?[257] To answer this question it is necessary to examine the state of 


the workers and their attitudes toward the party before the war. 


From 1933 to 1939 the working class was still underrepresented in the NSDAP, 
constituting between 30 and 40 percent of the entire new membership at the Reich level, 
as compared with about 54 percent of the German population as a whole. A sharp drop in 
representation had occurred between 1932 and 1933, but after 1933 what appeared to be a 
significant change took place and the new membership gradually increased up to the 
beginning of the war. Between 1930 and 1933 the fall in new worker members appears to 
have been sharpest in the big cities and small towns (figures 3 and 4). In 1933 the German 
nonrural workers were shocked by the Nazis’ destruction of organized labor: the KPD was 
proscribed in February and March, the trade unions were liquidated in early May, then the 
SPD was dissolved, and later on individual leftists and former socialist party and union 
members were persecuted.[258] Rural workers, by contrast, were not so severely affected 
by the restrictive measures taken against organized labor, which centered in the cities and 
towns, and so they were much less hostile toward the NSDAP in 1933 (figure 5). 


After 1933 the city workers’ sentiments toward the NSDAP improved markedly; in the 
country improvement was apparent after 1935.[259] This positive trend was the 
immediate result of the regime’s relative success in battling unemployment, which was 
more prevalent in the industrialized urban areas than in the country.[260] Evidence 
suggests that in 1933 the workers were biding their time with regard to Nazism, waiting to 
see how the political leaders would deal with the problem of unemployment, and that they 
became more and more inclined to join the party as Hitler’s job creation measures began 
to take effect.[261] From January 1933 to the declaration of the second Four-Year Plan in 
October 1936, the number of unemployed in the Reich was effectively reduced by four- 
fifths; from the end of August 1932 until the same month in 1937 the employment figure 
at the national level rose by almost 50 percent.[262] At the end of August 1938, there 
were only 179,000 jobless in the land, down from more than six million in January 1933. 
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In spite of such imposing statistics, however, the government’s handling of the 
unemployment question, after the initial period of spectacular success from 1933 to 1936, 
may have contributed as much to the alienation of some German workers from the party as 
it helped in attracting others. For one thing, as recent historical scholarship in eastern and 
western Europe has shown, the figures published by the Nazis were often deceptive 
because of inconsistent arithmetic or outright falsification.[264] Moreover, the benefits 
received by some workers’ groups frequently meant losses for others, and there were also 
regional and local inequalities. Generally, the most qualified worker was the most easily 
employable; nobody bothered to train the unskilled laborer, to upgrade his expertise and 
improve his marketable skills. Those in seasonal employment remained precariously 
insecure, as did those who worked in industries handicapped by intermittent shortages of 
raw materials. Industries that did not play an essential part in the armament effort, 
particularly after the initiation of the second Four-Year Plan in 1936, could offer few 
opportunities to blue-collar workers in search of steady employment. Among such 
workers were the basket weavers of eastern Bavaria (1936), and the turnpike laborers, 
cement mixers, and tobacco handlers of Westphalia (1935-36).[265] 


In this connection, two occupational groups, textile workers and miners, who had very 
little professional job training and ranked low on the early lists of key armaments 
industries, were in almost constant trouble. The textile industry, concentrated mainly in 
Rhineland-Westphalia, Saxony, and a few places in South Germany, was not cartelized, 
and because deliveries of raw materials were irregular it was forced periodically (even as 
late as November 1937) to dismiss workers and curtail production.[266] In mining, 
especially in the Ruhr, there were also sporadic layoffs. Both of these industries felt the 
economic strains of the Great Depression, which caused dislocations in heavy industry 
until 1936, when the rearmament effort gradually began to stimulate 


production. In addition, they were affected by the new rationalization of the German 
production systems, which reduced the customary demand for manpower. In 1925, for 
example, 460,000 miners had been called upon to produce 104 million tons of coal; in 
1938, 127 million tons were produced by only 335,000 men. More coal was needed, but 
by the late 1930s many workers, long frustrated by stoppages, inclement working 
conditions, and low wages, had left the mines in search of easier and more lucrative jobs. 
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One major reason why the total percentage of worker members in the NSDAP remained 


much below that of workers in the Reich as a whole was the comparatively bad economic 


conditions under which they labored, even when times were good. As circumspect 
historians have shown, this line of argumentation presupposes that the worker was 
primarily interested in his material well-being rather than in corporate class-consciousness 
or a distinctive sociopolitical system.[268] Masses of archival documents prove that, at 
least in the early years, the Nazis avoided any centralized direction of wages and prices 
lest the delicate alliance with private industry be put in jeopardy. By and large the regime 
adopted the wage and price policies inherited from the republican phase, although at first 
some insignificant changes were made to help curtail unemployment, mainly by keeping 
wages down. The government would have liked to see wages and prices remain low; but 
free-market competition reigned by 1935-36, and the leaders did little more than remind 
the people of the Führer’s wish for moderation. This was the tenor of speeches by Göring 
in late 1936 and by Hess in early 1937.[269] As Mason correctly observes, one could not 
really speak of a “national wage policy” before June 1938.[270] 


The development of inequalities in the employment and wage sector as a result of the 
operation of free-market mechanisms was allowed to run its course until the regime was 
forced to clamp down in the spring of 1938. As early as 1934 some Nazi officials had 
observed, as the first symptom of dwindling unemployment, a shortage of skilled labor in 
specific industries, notably metallurgy and the building trades, which were later to be 
deemed indispensable to the war effort. In these industries a wage pattern was established 
that was to be copied by other industries, especially those with high-volume state 
contracts: economically potent employers would hire the most qualified workers by 
offering higher and higher wages, outbidding one another and so leaving weak 
competitors behind. By 1937-38 some wages had slipped out of state control and were 
helping to drive up prices of consumer goods as well as to create a national wage spectrum 
that was marked by great extremes.[271] Beset by the requirements of mobilization after 
1936, the regime attempted to cope with the problem of excessive labor fluctuation not by 
enforcing wage ceilings but by restricting the skilled workers’ horizontal mobility. The 
culmination of a series of measures toward that goal was the decree given by Economic 
Plenipotentiary Göring on June 22, 1938, for the “security of the work force regarding 
projects of national political significance.” For some occupations, such as mining, this 
decree resulted in a total mobility freeze by early 1939.[272] 


As a consequence the entire working class suffered, though those whose professional 
skills remained underdeveloped were the worst off. If wages rose regionally and in certain 
trades, prices usually followed close behind, often pushed up by shortages of important 


foodstuffs and clothing, such as margarine and shoes. A multitude of documents testify to 


the plight of working families throughout the Reich that were trying to make ends meet on 
low weekly budgets. In sonic cases workers’ wives had to go out to look for jobs — 
contrary to the Nazis’ condemnation of working women. Among the hardest hit were, 
once again, the miners. A coal miner who was earning a daily gross wage of 5.40 marks 
five times a week in October 1933 had to pay 9.88 marks a week in taxes and dues and 
thus was left with a weekly wage of 17.12 marks. By early 1938, more than four years 
later, the miner’s daily wage had risen only to 5.50 marks.[273] The judgment of 
disgruntled laborers near Hanover in the late summer of 1933 is symptomatic of the 
sentiments of workers in other regions of the Reich for the entire period of the first phase 
of the regime: “Sure enough, we may not be out of work any more, but with such low 
wages we are worse off than before, for in this kind of work our clothes and shoes wear 
out twice as fast. Where shall we find the extra pennies, what with most of us being 
married.”[274] Scholars generally agree that if all factors are considered, the “real 
income” of the majority of workers fell between 1929 and 1938 with a resultant drop in 
the overall standard of living, though there may be disagreements as to the extent of the 
discrepancy.[275] 


It has been claimed that in 1937-38 the average worker was left with more money — 
that is, more buying power after deductions — than in 1933; but such an “improvement” 
was achieved solely at the expense of leisure time, because laborers everywhere were 
working longer shifts.[276] In fact, the problems arising from low wages and high prices 
were compounded for the average working man by overtime hours that reduced the 
amount of time he could spend with his family.[277] Bad nutrition, not infrequently the 
result of a luncheon diet of black bread supplemented with cooked potatoes and cabbage 
but with little meat or fat, tended to increase the workers’ chances of becoming ill.[278] 
To this was added an intolerably long and arduous trip to the workplace, especially for 
those who had been assigned to a job location that was not of their own choosing.[279] 
Some laborers who had been conscripted into armaments industries were removed 
physically from their families for long periods of time.[280] Under such circumstances, 
and even when the place of work was closer to the family, the worker’s “home,” for which 
he might have to pay a very high rent, was often a barracks in need of repair, sometimes 
well-nigh uninhabitable, and almost always crowded.[281] 


Somewhat different circumstances prevailed in the countryside. The percentage of 
agricultural worker newcomers to the NSDAP was also down since 1930-1932, but it did 
not decline as drastically as that of big city and town workers and — as in the Weimar 


Republic — was still the highest of the three regionally defined lower-class groups. This 


was so because unemployment in the country never had been and never was to be a 
problem of the same magnitude as in the industrial cities. If the rural workers’ joiner curve 
after 1932 dropped relative to those of the other two classes (lower middle class and elite) 
in the country, it was because of a significant deterioration of living and working 
conditions for farm laborers (figures 3-5). The temporary upswing in the farm laborers’ 
new membership curve between 1935 and 1937 was doubtless a result of Göring’s 
introduction of financial credits for farm workers with small houses. Generally, however, 
and especially for older married laborers, the housing problem, along with low wages and 
high prices, bore the major responsibility for the ever-increasing flight from the land. 
Ironically, only young, unmarried male laborers were mobile enough to head for urban 
areas in search of the higher wages offered by industry and particularly by armaments 
manufacture. The regime found itself unable to stem this tide, even though it went so far 


as to threaten runaway laborers with the concentration camp.[282] 


If the living standards of both industrial and agricultural workers in the Third Reich gave 
them little incentive to join the NSDAP, neither did the educational and job training 
system, which, at least in certain sectors, purported to stand for equal social opportunity. 
This claim was initially based on Hitler’s ideas in Mein Kampf, ideas he reiterated 
throughout the period of his rule.[283] Hence it was part of the programmatic goal of the 
Hitler Youth (HJ) to incorporate as many young workers as possible within its ranks and 
allow them to benefit from various social projects such as summer camps. But more often 
than not, the Hitler Youth leaders found that despite a heavy complement of young 
workers and workers’ descendants among both the rank and file and the leadership cadres, 
large groups of adolescents were prevented from partaking fully in such activities: poverty 
often made it impossible for them to purchase the required uniform, for instance.[284] The 
HJ itself, however, did not deny that workers’ children had the potential for a higher 
education, as was proved in a survey conducted by the local HJ leadership in a Hagen 
public school around Easter in 1938.[285] Significantly, although workers’ sons were still 
underrepresented in the HJ-directed “Adolf Hitler Schools,” their percentage was actually 
higher there than in the conventional upper schools in 1939 and 1940.[286] In spite of 
newly created institutions like the Langemarck Studium (1938), which was supposed to 
open the way for workers’ children to qualify for a university education, members of the 
lower class remained as underrepresented at Germany’s institutions of higher learning as 
they had been through the years of the Weimar Republic.[287] Young workers may have 
been given a better chance for economic and social advancement through the Reich 
Vocational Contest, held annually till the beginning of the war,[288] but with very few 


exceptions opportunities for social mobility among workers and their offspring remained 
as scarce as before; the Third Reich was never able to provide what it claimed it would, a 
consistent “selection of the fittest.”[289] 


Another grievance of the workers was directed against the German Labor Front 
(Deutsche Arbeitsfront — DAF), created and ruled by Dr. Robert Ley. Its functions were 
manifold; yet its two most important aims were to act as a substitute organization for the 
shattered trade unions (in this capacity controlling the workers’ lives physically as well as 
spiritually) and to serve as an intermediary between the workers and their employers. At 
both levels the DAF was anything but successful. From the outset it was caught in the 
middle. Workers regarded it with suspicion as an artificial surrogate union into which they 
were increasingly being pressed: by 1935 DAF membership for workers (and salaried 
employees) had virtually become obligatory. Entrepreneurs considered it “leftist” because 
it was charged by the regime to act on the workers’ behalf in order to win proletarian 
loyalties; and entrepreneurial membership in the organization, though needed in order to 
fulfill the cherished objective of a homogeneous Volksgemeinschaft, could never be 
enforced.[290] 


The ambivalent status of the DAF hardly contributed to its popularity among the 
workers. The highly publicized commitment of the ubiquitous Dr. Ley was viewed with 
skepticism in the early years, when membership was still more or less voluntary, and ugly 
rumors about corruption, favoritism in assigning jobs, and general inefficiency as well as 
ignorance on the part of the leaders made the rounds in the workers’ quarters. As attempts 
at coercion from without and the degree of regimentation from within the DAF’s ranks 
increased, so did the workers’ hatred of an institution that was obviously not designed for 
their good. One characteristic indication of the workers’ rejection was the contempt with 
which they treated DAF-organized shop-steward elections in the factories: usually they 
ignored them altogether.[291] A source of never-ending complaints was the comparatively 
high scale of dues to be paid for various purposes, in particular insurance. Miners, who 
were charged the highest premiums, received so little in times of need that they soon 
became the most embittered opponents of the DAF.[292] 


Were these disadvantages outweighed by the benefits offered to the workers through the 
DAF’s much advertised social policy programs sponsored by “Strength through Joy” 
(Kraft durch Freude — KdF)? It is true that KdF organized relatively inexpensive 
holidays for DAF members, taking some on steamship cruises to the Norwegian fjords or 


the Spanish islands, but the evidence points to a number of factors that must have 


detracted from the joys promised by the tour officials. Many workers complained that 
although the tours were indeed much cheaper than individually financed ones, only the 
cream — the highly paid, highly skilled laborers — could afford to participate. Even then, 
holidays often had to be taken during the annual vacation period; additional free days on 
the employer’s time were not allowed. Invariably, the pressure from above did not subside 
during these journeys; “regimented joy” could amount to outright ideological 
indoctrination during a forced weekend visit to an SS training castle or to strenuous 
“recreation” events such as rifle-range exercises, sanctioned by the regime but hardly on 
the list or workers’ relaxation priorities. In one documented case an East Prussian quarry 
worker was ordered by the DAF to participate in a journey to Silesia that he had not 
requested. After protesting, he was told by the authorities that the trip would be chalked up 
to his holiday allotment and that he would not be eligible for compensation for wages lost 
during his enforced absence from the worksite.[293] The deception practiced by the 
administrators of KdF was especially evident in the tragic Volkswagen scheme, in which, 
as is known today, hundreds of average Germans lost their savings. Even if the people’s 
cars had ever been delivered to the hopeful shareholders, few of the low-paid workers 
would have been able to enjoy them. When in July 1939 the regime bragged that 59 
percent of all KdF automobile investors were earning less than 300 marks a month, this 
was not good news for most workers: at that time, the average worker’s monthly wage of 
156.96 marks was far below that amount.[294] 


What sort of protest was still possible under a regime that so tenaciously curtailed all 
forms of mobility and personal freedom? As the documents make clear, strikes and work 
stoppages still occurred, though they were spontaneous, of short duration, and not 
centrally and sometimes not even locally directed. Usually they were started by unskilled 
workers on autobahn construction sites, in textile mills, or in mining; but in 1935 one such 
strike was staged by the experienced Opel auto workers of Rüsselsheim. Invariably, strike 
instigators were ruthlessly prosecuted as “Marxists” by the authorities, and reports of the 
walkouts were hushed up lest the public should question the regime’s success in keeping 
the social peace.[295] 


This raises the issue of the workers’ “resistance” to National Socialist rule. There is no 
doubt that such resistance existed, and that it was chiefly organized by the KPD, which 
had been driven underground and thus made illegal; as for the SPD, it was better 
concealed and less reckless, but also extensive. The most efficient method of “resisting,” 
and for Communist saboteurs certainly the safest, was the composition and clandestine 


distribution of leaflets and flyers. Ingenious techniques were developed for passing these 


materials around. In one case a Berlin “washerwoman” carted masses of Marxist 
propaganda covered over with dirty laundry through the streets of Berlin. Often the 
message contained in the propaganda was seemingly innocent or shrouded in sardonic 
humor.[296] If the distributors were caught by the police, they were always dealt with 
unmercifully.[297] The efficacy of the Gestapo in stamping out Communist subversion 
can be measured by the number of those who were arrested for distributing leaflets from 
1933 to 1936: in the first year a total of 663 persons were indicted in the courts; in 1934 
the number rose to 2,045; but in 1935 it dropped to 540 and in 1936 to 267.[298] 


The success of the Nazis against organized Marxism indicates something about the 
nature of the workers’ opposition to the regime: they lacked either the physical courage or 
the moral conviction to make the effort required to regain their independent class status. A 
lack of physical courage would be understandable in view of the frightening Nazi terror 
machine. But it is questionable whether the workers were always fully convinced that such 
an effort ought to be made. Several factors support this view. First, the importance of the 
Communist resistance before 1939 in factories and shops has probably been overrated, 
both by the Nazi authorities and by post-1945 Marxist-inspired critics. (On the other hand, 
resistance by the Social Democrats may well have been underrated, as the recently 
published reports of the SPD in exile suggest.) Second, the Nazis who laid an early claim 
to having achieved social peace within a harmonious Volksgemeinschaft in the nation 
tended, for ideological reasons, to label any malcontents among the working class as 
political troublemakers in order to have the justification for putting them away. In this they 
had no choice, for any official admission of structural socioeconomic maladies would 
have amounted to shifting the blame away from the maladjusted elements in German 
society to the political leadership. Third, many of the alleged troublemakers may not have 
been “Marxists” and hence would not have been interested primarily in political 
conditions but rather in economic conditions that could be rectified at the worksite. But 
although as a rule the Nazis overreacted to “Communist” plots that were nothing more 
than tempests in teapots, they were at times realistic enough to acknowledge that the 
workers’ protest was indeed economically motivated and devoid of political conspiracy. 
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These considerations help in putting the rather obscure concept of “workers’ resistance” 
into clearer perspective. In answer to East German interpretations and to Mason’s recent 
assertion that workers in the Third Reich adopted a more or less permanent attitude of 
political resistance (even though this may have fed on socioeconomic dissatisfaction), it 


has been argued elsewhere that routine complaints and bickering in factories and plants 


were not necessarily linked to an underlying ideological class resentment of the regime but 
may have been the visible manifestations of overemployment and greed for ever-better 
wages, both of which were indicative of fairly good times.[300] In this context it is 
important to note that the strike phenomenon did not originate until 1935 when most of the 
formerly unemployed workers had returned to the active work force, and that some of the 
work stoppages were started not by unskilled workers but by highly qualified, already 
well-paid skilled workers who craved even better pay.[301] Mason himself concedes that 
the Gestapo could have exaggerated some cases in which workers, perhaps in a state of 
drunkenness, described themselves as “Communists” in disagreements with the regime 
and thus, while they undeniably courted misfortune, contributed to the legend of a 
proletarian class-consciousness in constant readiness to fight the Nazi leadership on 
political terms.[302] 


Such readiness is indeed doubtful. It must be remembered that many former KPD or 
SPD members were not sufficiently fortified ideologically to see through the tricks of the 
totalitarian dictatorship; they might have accepted some aspects of the Third Reich while 
at the same time retaining a partial allegiance to the KPD or SPD.[303] The German- 
Jewish physician Dr. Georg Lowenstein recalls that after the Nazis arrested him in 
Potsdam in April 1933 he was maltreated by former Social Democrats: “I just could not 
get over the fact that the very same workers to whom 1 had spoken at huge Social 
Democratic rallies had, all of a sudden, turned into National Socialists.”[304] There is 
persuasive evidence to suggest that many more former Social Democrats and Communists 
would have jumped on the Nazi bandwagon had they not feared harassment by lower-class 
Nazis of long standing. The Third Reich lost countless potential sympathizers from among 
the working class who could not or would not present themselves as unequivocally in 
favor of the regime.[305] 


There is no disputing the fact, however, that workers, though markedly underrepresented 
in the NSDAP, demonstrated a strong presence in it, as they had done during the Weimar 
Republic. Actually, their newcomers’ curve for the Reich as a whole was on the rise 
between 1938 and 1939, during Germany’s most intense preparation for the war effort, at a 
time when — as Mason has clearly shown — the workers were more hard-pressed than 
ever before (figure 2). In the textile town of Gronau in Westphalia, for example, the entire 
local NSDAP chapter was composed of blue-collar workers![306] 


From 1933 to 1939 in various regions of the Reich, governmental and party authorities 


periodically reported, if not a state of euphoria among the workers, at least a sense of 


satisfaction with the regime, which was most immediately traceable to renewed 
employment and the material assistance rendered by such social welfare agencies as 
“Winter Aid” (Winterhilfswerk — WHW) and “People’s Aid” (NS-Volkswohlfahrt — 
NSV). Commenting on the correlation between the fulfillment of physical needs and 
political allegiance, one NSDAP functionary wrote concerning East Prussian workers in 
the summer of 1933: “Because the worker has suffered economically for years, and 
because in times past he has been turned into a strictly materialistic being, he is inclined, 
without making any value judgment, merely to take the economic measures of the 
government into consideration.” The writer then went on to state that for the time being 
the workers were happy because there were signs that unemployment was vanishing.[307] 
A good deal of the Nazis’ relative success among the blue-collar workers was due, as 
before, to their prolabor propaganda, which, while bordering on social demagoguery, 
tended to improve the self-image of many workers who accepted adages like “the peerage 
of hard jobs” and were impressed by the officially decreed concept of communion 
between employers and employees — however vague and blatantly fraudulent that 
concept eventually became.[308] Nor was it all talk. In the Ruhr, many a plant manager 
complied with DAF objectives by serving free meals to his workers; and in Berlin as late 
as January 1938 workers displayed their good will toward the government by expressing a 
desire to read Rosenberg’s Myth of the Twentieth Century — if, as one man wrote, they 


could understand it in spite of the many difficult words in it![309] 


In this connection, the importance of KdF for the workers cannot altogether be belittled: 
although it is true that for many even KdF could do nothing, there were nevertheless 
hundreds of thousands of workers who thought they received some benefit from the 
organization over the years.[310] Moreover, KdF presented the regime’s ultimate goal of 
social homogeneity to be realized through the creation of the Volksgemeinschaft better 
than did any other innovation offered by the Nazis to the workers. This is obvious from a 
letter written in September 1934 by a fifty-three-year-old Saxon laborer, a member of the 
SPD for eighteen years, who could not stop praising KdF and all it was supposed to 
epitomize.[311] The letter writer’s contempt for the defunct SPD, which would never have 
provided him with the opportunity for an inexpensive holiday in the way the KdF did, 
highlights another important reason for the workers’ partial attraction to, or at least 
acquiescence in, Nazism: a certain degree of disenchantment with former ADGB union 
bosses and leftist party functionaries. Some reasoned that if a Volksgemeinschaft was to be 
created, a corrupt and smugly entrenched SPD with an adjunct labor union wielding a high 


degree of power would be superfluous. Ironically, the suspicion with which some blue- 


collar workers regarded the DAF actually stemmed from painful experiences with the 
labor unions of the Weimar Republic, notably the ADGB, and when the ADGB was 
purged on May 2, 1933, many of the former rank and file expressed their satisfaction. 
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Many German workers, like representatives of other social subgroups in the Reich who 
attempted to come to terms with the new conditions after January 1933, displayed a 
tendency to put their trust in the Führer of the NSDAP. They praised Hitler for all the 
positive developments in the land and blamed the party bureaucracy for everything that 
went wrong. Hitler’s ability to play such an integrating role in society, a role so pervasive 
that it affected large segments of the proletariat, is only one aspect of a much broader 
subject that has been discussed elsewhere.[313] But there is no doubt that to a very large 
extent Hitler was personally responsible for the fact that workers bothered to join the 
NSDAP at all after 1933, and that they joined in increasing numbers after 1938. Especially 
for those workers, Hitler’s very existence as Führer appears to have been quite sufficient 
to offset their socioeconomic adversities, the delays in their social progress, and the 
pressures of the war effort, which bore ever more heavily on the proletariat after 
September 1, 1939.[314] 


To return to Mason’s thesis that the German worker was a potential threat to the Nazi 
regime, it seems clear that this perception ought to be somewhat modified. In terms of 
sheer numbers the workers could have easily overthrown the regime. But for this to 
happen, they would have needed their organizations — their parties and their trade unions. 
Those were progressively destroyed by the Nazis after January 1933. The realization of 
this state of affairs surely dampened the workers’ desire to oppose Hitler’s regime. On the 
other hand, the absence of appropriate Marxist direction, the increase in economic 
stability, and the evident willingness, after 1935, on the part of many workers to make 
their social and political peace with Adolf Hitler, if not with his dictatorial system, added 
to the workers’ reluctance to react violently. In the war years the personal bond between 


Hitler and the working class was to grow’ even stronger. 


THE LOWER MIDDLE CLASS 


During the peaceful regime phase of National Socialism the lower middle class 
increased its overall support for the NSDAP beyond the level prevailing between 1930 and 
1932. Members of that class joined the party in even greater numbers than before, thus 


continuing to surpass their rate of representation in the Reich (42.65 percent). But this 


trend continued only until 1939, when the percentage of lower-middle-class party 


newcomers fell sharply. 


An exception to this pattern was the behavior of the master craftsmen and other small 
independent shopkeepers (subgroups 4 and 8), whose Nazi joiners’ pattern from 1933 to 
1939 developed in marked contrast to that of the other occupational subgroups in the 
lower middle class. These subgroups showed less enthusiasm for the NSDAP from 1933 
to about 1937, but thereafter its joiners’ curve rose, peaking by 1939. The reasons for this 
may be assumed to have been largely socioeconomic and institutional. Historians have 
described the small businessman’s gradual decline as the result of a fatal clash between his 
interests and those of big business (in the case of the craftsman), or of high-volume trade 
(in the case of the merchant). While this theory holds largely true for the first few years of 
the regime, small business was certainly not wiped out by the growth of large 
corporations, at least not prior to the outbreak of World War I1.[315] 


It is well known that by 1934, after a short period of economic stimulation, the regime 
had made it increasingly obvious that a policy sanctioning the objectives of the small 
enterprising middle class, the policy advocated by the Nazis since before Hitler’s takeover, 
was to be severely curtailed in the Third Reich. Henceforth, small traders and artisans 
were, in a sense, to become the ideological stepchildren of the nation — in sharp contrast 
to the positive propaganda image that the peasants continued to enjoy for many years. 
[316] In the independent crafts sector (subgroup 4) this reversal manifested itself until 
1939 in the following ways, most of them institutional in nature: the inability of the Nazi 
artisans’ organization to maintain an independent course of action within the party and to 
avoid control by the Labor Front (which became effective with the total absorption of the 
Nazi Tradesmen’s and Craftsmen’s Association, the NS-Hago, into the DAF in 1936); the 
forced reorganization of the guild system; a tightening of standards for master craftsmen’s 


examinations; and the reduction of the number of independent artisans’ shops.[317] 


In the retail trade sector (subgroup 8) the main pressures came from unbridled 
competition by chain stores, which, contrary to pre-1933 election campaign promises, 
were not dissolved but merely “Aryanized” — a Nazi euphemism for expropriation from 
Jews. To a lesser degree, discontent also resulted from the decision by the regime to retain 
the cooperatives.[318] All small businesses, depending on the particular industry involved 
and on regional concentration, were victimized to some extent by exigencies that were 
noticeably absent from the operational fields of big business or large-volume trading. For 


example, a chronic shortage of ready cash or credit prevented many small businesses from 


expanding, from upgrading their production or marketing procedures, or in some cases 
from continuing to exist.[319] In addition, because of partial state controls that were 
designed to keep consumer-good prices low in order to depress the wage level, the profit 
margins of small businesses were often extremely narrow, and proprietors and masters 
found themselves paying more for food and having to raise salaries to keep their 
employees.[320] Additional difficulties were posed by shortages and delays in the delivery 
of raw materials. This particularly affected the craftsmen; large industries, especially those 
with armaments contracts, received preferential treatment from the state.[321] Small 
business people, too, were often obliged to pay an increasing number of dues to various 
official or semiofficial organizations, for many businessmen had been forced to subscribe 
to multiple memberships, benefits, pensions, and insurance plans. Compounding all this 
was the heavy tax burden.[322] It is not surprising that more and more small businesses 
were forced to close down because of extreme indebtedness or in the wake of 
rationalization. In the handicraft sector, for instance, many one-man shops had been 
squeezed out of existence by 1939.[323] 


Ironically, the regime-sponsored consolidation process, whose goal it was to eliminate 
noneconomic businesses, actually contributed after 1938 to a rise in the NSDAP new 
members’ curve for both the craftsmen and small merchants. As the uncompetitive small 
merchant left his store to become a salaried employee in a chain outlet, and as the 
hopelessly indebted baker closed his shop to work in a mechanized bakery for top wages, 
the surviving intermediate business proprietors with two employees or more came to enjoy 
a correspondingly higher level of production, a larger turnover with increased profits, and, 
concomitantly, a better standard of living. Similarly, for many if not all craftsmen, the 
restrictions imposed by the regime on the registration of new shops, as well as the 
reduction in the number of diploma master craftsmen resulting from a stricter selection 
process, proved to be virtual blessings. Businesses that managed to pull through until 
1938-39 were able — along with large-scale industry — to share in the economic 
opportunities offered by the war effort, so that in real terms the quality of life for the 
surviving small businessmen improved as compared with 1933.[324] One can infer with a 
high degree of certainty that it was those men and women, the surviving “fittest,” who 
joined the NSDAP in large numbers in 1939 when the membership rolls were reopened to 


the general public. 


As in the case of the shopkeepers and craftsmen, there is no evidence that independently 
established peasants or farmers in the Reich (subgroup 9) were in any way compelled by 


the authorities to join the Nazi party. Relative to other occupational subgroups, the 


peasants’ enthusiasm for the NSDAP dropped somewhat in 1933 as compared with the 
1930-1932 level; it recovered between 1934 and 1936, only to sink to a new low 
thereafter. Just before World War II, however, a moderate increase in the number of party 


joiners occurred. 


Reports from various regions of the country help to illustrate and explain these 
developments. An official memorandum from Lower Saxony for August 1933 mentions 
much complaining among farmers, who still regarded governmental measures as 
“reactionary.” But in 1934-35 peasants in Brunswick County were said to be satisfied with 
the recent course of events in the agrarian sector and to trust in the future policy of the 
government. By 1936-37, however, this favorable mood had changed again for the worse, 
not only around Brunswick but also in Southwest Germany, where Wiirttemberg farmers 
displayed a distinct reluctance to support Nazi ancillary organizations such as the NSV. 
Similar attitudes were expressed in the rural areas of Thuringia. Indeed, during 1937 the 
authorities noted that farmers were visibly underrepresented in the SS, which always 
prided itself on its peasant roots. By late 1938 the mood of dejection among farmers in the 
Reich was on record as being “general throughout.” And in the first few months of 1939 
Bavarian peasants were said to be very embittered and quite unwilling to support the 


regime by joining the NSDAP or assisting its agencies. 


As in the case of merchants and craftsmen, the farmers’ attitude toward the party was 
determined largely by considerations of material well-being, although, as with the other 
two groups of the old middle class, it is hard to ascertain whether their tendency to spurn 
the party in some years more than in others amounted to an actual underrepresentation in 
the NSDAP, as its leaders claimed in early 1935. 


In the first few months of 1933 the German farmers were somewhat reluctant to join the 
party for two reasons. First, they were suspicious of the direction of agricultural affairs by 
Reich Nutrition Minister Alfred Hugenberg, a member of the Papen cabinet whom Hitler 
kept until the end of June, when he was replaced by R. W. Darre. Second, they were still 
suffering from the aftermath of the rural depression, which lasted well beyond Hitler’s 
assumption of power, forcing the new government to spend time devising corrective 


policies and making sure that they would have the desired effect. 


Improvement did not come until the latter half of 1933, after the German farmers had 
had a good harvest and the early Four-Year Plan had reached the first stages of 
implementation. From 1933 to 1935-36 the governmental measures to reconstitute the 


agrarian economy included a fixed-price policy guaranteeing the farmers higher returns 


for agricultural products (especially fats, milk, and pork), debt and mortgage relief, tariff 
protection in accordance with the official goal of autarchy, and essential tax cuts. Indeed, 
up to 1936 production rose and was followed by a rise in income, and during the peak of 
this development, in 1934-35, agriculture was “doing better financially than other sectors 
of the economy.”[325] In these years at least, the German farmers profited materially from 
the ideology of “blood and soil,” which had become an official plank in the party program 
and was to remain so, if only theoretically, well into the war phase.[326] This propaganda 
had helped to spawn, by the end of 1933, the Reich Nutrition Estate (Reichsnahrstand — 
RNS), organized along largely corporative lines. The RNS, led by Darré and other zealous 
officials, was responsible for the farmers’ part in the “battle of production” within the first 
Four-Year Plan and it administered most of the policies affecting German agriculture until 
1938, when Darre lost his powers to Göring, who took charge of the economy on behalf of 
the all-out war effort.[327] 


The RNS was blamed by farmers everywhere when, after 1936-37, the coordination of 
the agrarian sector with other sectors of the national economy began to falter, much to the 
peasants’ disadvantage.[328] Yet although the RNS was often inefficient, corrupt, and 
shortsighted, the root causes of the farmers’ malaise lay once again in the collision 
between free-market mechanisms and the Nazi concept of rigid state control of the 
economy. The interventionist measures put forward by the regime were conceived in the 
interest, initially, of national convalescence after the Great Depression; next, of national 
autarchy; and, finally, of mobilization for war. Under the multiple systems of stepped-up 
regimentation, the German farmers lost their mobility, their prosperity, and eventually the 


sense of individuality and freedom that they had traditionally prized. 


Regimentation began with the hereditary estate law (Erbhofgesetz), which was 
promulgated on September 29, 1933, as one of the first achievements of the new regime. It 
designated peasant estates between 7.5 and 10 hectares for permanent possession by their 
current owners, to be handed down only to first-born sons. Such hereditary farms could 
not be sold or exchanged, and no mortgages or loans could be drawn on them. The 
honorific title Bauer was bestowed on their owners, in contradistinction to the allegedly 
more humble label Landwirt, which pertained to “ordinary” peasants. If this differentiation 
— based more on muddled Nazi ideology than on pragmatic considerations — was 
arbitrary and, in practice, meaningless, the socioeconomic ramifications of being a 
“hereditary farmer” were grave, particularly over the long run and in the case of heirless 
estates. As David Schoenbaum has aptly written, “For the moment the farm was attached 


to the farmer; for the future, however, the farmer was attached to the land.” One of the 


most serious complaints of the newly, if involuntary, privileged class of state kulaks was 
that they became ineligible for long-term credits for which their farms could have served 
as collateral. When they needed to borrow more money in order to buy machinery to offset 
the effects of the growing manpower shortage in the country, they could only get small 
sums in the form of personal loans. Lacking manpower or equipment, they harvested less 
and less, and their production volumes declined.[329] 


The flight of hired help from the land — at first of young unmarried women 
(milkmaids), then of adventuresome young men, and finally of middle-aged patresfamilias 
to better-paying jobs in industrial areas — has already been mentioned in connection with 
the growing dearth of skilled labor in the cities, particularly after 1936. In the countryside 
this was not a problem at the beginning because measures relegating many able-bodied 
men and women to agrarian worksites had been instituted in the early years of the regime 
to curb large-scale unemployment.[330] But eventually the economic lure of the city took 
its toll and concurrently the hereditary farm law went into effect. Thereafter a growing 
number of young men and women had no prospect of ever owning even a small plot of 
land, and many of them wandered off to the urban centers. The introduction of military 
conscription in March 1935 deprived the farms of still more young males. In 1936, as 
exorbitantly high industrial wages in the cities beckoned, more and more young and 
unattached people left the farms. In an effort to stem this exodus the farmers were forced 
— against all regulations imposed by the authorities — to raise agricultural wage rates. 
This, however, did little to solve the labor-force problem and drove up the overhead costs 
of the farmers, who were forbidden by law to pass on such increases to German 
consumers through a price hike on foodstuffs. Thus began the vicious inflationary spiral 
that could not be checked until after World War II began. Most farmers were affected, 
including especially the intermediate and smaller peasants who lacked the necessary 
capital to invest in farm machinery but were forced to pay their hired hands wages that in 
some cases, in late 1938, exceeded those of 1933 by about 100 percent. When the 
incoming contingents of Hitler Youth, Labor Service personnel, and, about 1938, foreign 
workers did little to remedy the situation — the HJ was lazy or inefficient, and Italians and 
Poles soon were asking as much remuneration as the Germans — the farm-labor shortage 
developed into the most crucial issue the farmers had faced since the Great Depression. 
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The inflationary spiral that bedeviled the farming community, which was the unfortunate 
consequence of inconsistently applied state controls combined with acts of unchecked 


private initiative, suspended agricultural fortunes in a precarious balance. The mechanics 


of a free-market economy, which had led to a lack of farm labor, did not operate when the 
peasant wished to sell his beef, milk, or grain to wholesalers at acceptable prices, for the 
state had imposed low price ceilings. By contrast, the free-market laws did take effect 
when the same agricultural products were resold at much higher prices to consumers in the 
industrial cities. Understandably, the angry farmers wondered who was pocketing the 
difference. Again, the farmers were forced to buy electric power, fertilizer, fodder, or farm 
implements at prices seemingly dictated by a free-market economy, for if tractors or 
chemicals were in short supply they were very expensive. Yet if the farmer dared to adapt 
himself to a supply-and-demand pattern, he ran the risk of infringing the law and being 
fined. This might happen if he offered usurer’s wages in order to attract labor — a practice 
that only the better-off establishments could indulge in without permanent economic 
damage. It might also happen if he attempted to market butter he had made himself. 
Instead of converting their milk to butter, farmers were compelled by the government to 
deliver it — for a song — to mechanized dairies, which would sell the butter or 
pasteurized milk through city outlets at what seemed to the farmer to be a huge profit. 
Many small estate owners, however, were already in possession of sophisticated butter- 
making equipment, especially in places where the journey to the dairy was long or 
hazardous and transportation was scarce or expensive. Thus when everything was 
reckoned up, the peasant was left with an unfair ratio between production costs and selling 
price, even though his own or his wife’s labor was thrown in for nothing. The end results 
by the start of World War II were a distinct reduction in farmers’ profits and a drop in the 
standard of living in German villages.[332] 


By comparison, both social groups of the new middle class, the lower and intermediate 
civil servants (subgroup 7) and the white-collar workers (6), fared somewhat better under 
the NSDAP, though for different reasons. For the lower civil servants as a whole a sudden 
rise in the NSDAP newcomers’ membership curve took place between 1930 and 1933, 
followed by a further rise up to 1937 and then a fall that reached its nadir in 1939. The 
curve then rose again, peaked in 1940-41, and thereafter fell to below the level of the 
thirties. In the second year of the war the lower civil servants were still overrepresented in 
the party, as compared with their national representation rate of about 5 percent. An 
exception to this pattern was the behavior of one section of this group, the teachers 
without university degrees. For them 1933 was the most popular year of joining; for lower 
civil servants as a whole, however, the most popular year was 1937. Before 1933 these 
public school and other lower and intermediate teachers joined the party in greater 
strength than all other civil servants; and in 1933 they virtually stormed the NSDAP. But 


after 1933 the percentage of all Nazi teachers who joined was only 22.6, whereas the 
corresponding percentage for other civil servants was 70.4.[333] By about 1939, 28.2 
percent of the members of the Reich League of German Civil Servants (Reichsbund der 
Deutschen Beamten — RDB), including those of the upper echelons, were members of the 
NSDAP}; of all teachers, upper-school ones not excluded, 23.8 percent had joined by 1943. 
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Although scores of officials (civil servants) at all levels may have welcomed the advent 
of the National Socialist regime in 1933, their position in the Third Reich was soon to 
become precarious. On paper, their constitutional functions and their significance were 
redefined by zealous Nazi ideologues — among them renowned university jurists such as 
Otto Koellreutter and Ernst Rudolf Huber — but in practice their fields of operation 
remained largely unchanged. The one important alteration (implemented as early as 1933) 
was that the civil service was to be thoroughly politicized in the spirit of Nazism, thus 
abolishing the traditionally neutral attitude of state officials toward political matters. 
Henceforth the raison d’etre of the officials hinged on the tolerance of a monopolistic 
political party that already included in its ranks functionaries who would eventually rival 
the state officials. At a more theoretical level, it was argued by the apologists of the 
regime that the dynamics of the Hitler “movement” obviated the need for executors of the 
laws of state government, which were depicted as static. In day-to-day terms this meant 
that after a forced conversion to Nazism even the lowest official was left with a sense of 
being caught in the middle between party and state, which, if functionaries of Martin 
Bormann’s ilk were to have their way, was to be definitely resolved in favor of the party. 
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That state officials were not totally eliminated over the years was undoubtedly due to the 
fact that, particularly at the beginning, the new regime just could not function without 
them. The Nazi party lacked basic governmental expertise.[336] Thus, although Adolf 
Hitler, fully in accord with Rudolf Hess and later Bormann, derided the officials, Dr. 
Wilhelm Frick, the Reich’s Interior Minister until 1943 and himself a veteran 
administrator, pushed for recognition of the civil service corps and toiled to preserve its 


socioeconomic status.[337 | 


Evidently, in deciding for or against party membership after January 1933, civil servants, 
unlike any other social group in Germany, were motivated less by immediate materialistic 
considerations than by a quasi-moral factor — the question of their future as indispensable 


cogs in the machinery of government. No doubt the lower civil servants, who joined the 


NSDAP in the early summer of 1933 at more than double their percentage in the 
population at large, did so because they felt the need to assure the new administration of 
their loyalty.[338] But the administration, suspecting opportunism, issued directives to the 
effect that newly committed civil-servant party members should be watched very closely 
for outward signs of insecurity and that future applicants should be carefully screened. 
[339] It could not have escaped the notice of the Nazi civil servants that the Old Fighters 
among them — people who had joined before January 1933 — were now enjoying special 
privileges such as preferential appointments and faster promotions.[340] And it may have 
come as a relief to many civil servants that even before the opening of the membership 
rolls in 1937 the party once again encouraged them to join. Most of the ones who did so 
realized that in the Nazi state the future of a bureaucrat without party affiliation was likely 
to be very difficult.[341] 


By virtue of their special status in the state, the lower civil servants’ relationship with the 
party was always potentially dangerous. For instance, in 1937 when an application for 
membership was refused by the review board within the party hierarchy, the reasons for 
refusal went on record to count against the candidate in question, although it is not clear 
whether any further action was taken. And if for whatever reason a civil-servant party 
member elected to opt out of the party, he invariably lost his job. Worse still, if he was 
expelled from the party for a serious misdemeanor, confinement in a concentration camp 
was his most likely punishment. Even for minor disciplinary infractions all civil-service 
party comrades were subject to prosecution by the party courts in addition to their specific 
honor courts.[342] 


Nor could officials be at ease after they had joined the party. As Nazi members they 
were expected to subscribe to the party paper, the Völkischer Beobachter, were supposed 
to enroll their children in the Hitler Youth (though before March 1939 membership in that 
organization was generally not compulsory), and were called upon to participate in other 
party or ancillary organizations’ events, such as helping the NSV. Before a promotion the 
Main Office of Civil Servants in the party would be asked to report on the official’s 
record; any objections that had been made on political grounds would count heavily 
against him.[343] 


Turning again to the lower and intermediate school teachers, it is not easy to explain 
why they joined the Nazi party in smaller numbers after 1933 than did the regular civil 
servants. Perhaps in that year of political-power change, when they rushed to the party, 
they had expected that the ideological mandate that they claimed to hold in the area of 


education would shield them from the suspicion of being mere opportunists. As it turned 
out, this was not the case; after 1933, in fact, they were even more severely reprimanded 
by party leaders than were their administrative colleagues.[344] Perhaps such treatment 
was what prompted them to hold back in 1937, when the membership books were 
reopened. Moreover, there is little indication that before 1937 the teachers, who were 
organized in the National Socialist Teachers’ League (Nationalsozialistischer Lehrerbund 
— NSLB) were pressured to join in the same way as the other civil servants.[345] It was 
quite obvious that the state still needed the administrators, who might as well be good 
Nazis or be made into such. The teachers, by contrast, became increasingly unpopular 
with the regime, and they were outperformed in the ideological arena by the functionaries 
of the Hitler Youth, who did everything in their power to neutralize the teaching 
profession altogether.[346] 


Both the teachers and the government administrators demonstrated a marked tendency to 
move away from the party in 1939, when new memberships were once again invited. For 
the teachers this development merely continued the previous trend. But for the regular 
civil servants it meant a direct reversal of that trend. There are several possible reasons for 
this. In 1939, unlike 1937, no special party pressure was placed on civil servants: those 
who were likely to take that step had already taken it, and the others saw no reason to 
commit themselves six years after Hitler’s assumption of power. The reversal may also 
have been a symptom of the civil servants’ disappointment with recent developments in 
the salary area. Despite Frick’s efforts, the piecemeal salary reform of 1937-38 had in no 
way lived up to the expectations of the lower civil servants. Since the last years of the 
Republic they had continued to be underpaid. In fact, the partial reform of 1937-38 had 
merely brought their salary level somewhat more into line with that of other social groups. 
[347] A further reason for the reversal could have been that the lowest civil servants such 
as locomotive engineers were excluded from some of the state’s innovative social policy 
measures, such as KdF benefits, although as a reward for good behavior they and their 
higher-placed colleagues continued to enjoy the security of their professions, job tenure 
and a guaranteed pension.[348] But probably the most plausible explanation of the 
declining interest by state servants in the Nazi party was the growing disinclination among 
Germany’s youth to enter into a civil-service career. By 1938-39 poor salaries, the 
generally unfavorable conditions surrounding job tenure, and the low prestige of the 
bureaucracy in comparison with other professional positions made the civil service less 
attractive to younger Germans than the booming armaments industry, which offered much 


better advancement possibilities. Even as early as 1933 the civil servant trainee shortage 


— including that in the teaching realm — had been one of the most severe problems 
besetting the administration of the Reich as a whole.[349] 


The other section of the new middle class, the white-collar workers or lower employees, 
were underrepresented in the NSDAP at first, but later they displayed a mounting interest 
in the party with the result that new white-collar members were overrepresented in the 
NSDAP from 1937 on. Unlike the lower civil servants, they were under no particular 
pressure from the state to join the party. More like the groups of the old middle class, their 


actions tended to be motivated by socioeconomic factors. 


Several indicators support the assumption that lower employees were, in socioeconomic 
terms, among the most fortunate Germans in the Reich. To be sure, the fact that the 
official nomenclature had abolished the formal distinction between “worker” and 
“employee” by defining them all collectively as the “retinue” (Gefolgschaft) within the 
völkisch community, might have been interpreted by suspicious lower employees as an 
attempt by the regime to remove the cherished distinction between themselves and the 
proletariat, a distinction in which the self-esteem of white-collar workers was traditionally 
grounded.[350] But in the real world of labor relations the force of the new definition was 
only nominal; where it did seem to count, the clerks profited by being eligible for some of 
the benefits expressly reserved for the “workers.” In addition, they benefited in some 
instances from some of the regulations affecting social groups above the blue-collar 
workers, such as the lower civil servants. It appears, then, that they came as close as 
possible to enjoying the best of two worlds between 1933 and 1939, assuming, of course, 
that these worlds were still as separate as they had been during the Weimar Republic. In 
being counted along with the blue-collar workers, lower employees shared some of the 
trials and tribulations of this occupational subgroup, notably in the early years of hardship 
preceding 1936-37. They, too, suffered at first from the high rate of unemployment, 
complained about their low salaries, which were totally out of line with the high prices, 
and eventually were affected by the same governmental measures restricting physical 
mobility as were the blue-collar workers.[351] 


Yet the various stepped-up programs for economic reactivation and mobilization that 
brought an end to unemployment in the workers’ sector also helped in solving the 
unemployment problem for the lower and intermediate employees. With an equally strong 
demand prevailing for both blue-and white-collar workers, the latter were destined to fare 
better because a smaller percentage of them had been unemployed in the first place, and of 


those who were without jobs there were fewer unskilled white-collar than blue-collar 


workers. In the early boom years of the Third Reich, when skill and experience were at a 
premium, out-of-work lower employees stood a better chance of finding wellpaying jobs 
than did workers, a majority of whom were young and untrained. This was particularly 
true after the government introduced measures extending special job-finding assistance to 
employees over forty, who had faced singularly difficult problems in the last years of the 
Weimar Republic.[352] 


By about 1937, as unemployment in the white-collar sector of the national economy was 
on the wane, and as the more experienced clerks became harder to find, the laws of supply 
and demand began to assert themselves; this was also the case in the blue-collar sector. 
There is evidence that by 1938 white-collar workers such as stenographers could 
command wages far beyond the officially prescribed scale, if their know-how warranted 
such wages and industry was willing to pay them.[353] More significantly, the wages of 
the lower employees rose faster during the Third Reich than those of the workers, and thus 
in the final analysis they enjoyed a higher standard of living.[354] Accordingly, in the fall 
of 1938 blue-collar workers near Munich complained, “Workers’ pay will not be 
continued in case of a short-term conscription into the army whereas clerks, who are better 
off anyway, continue to receive part of their salary.”[355] 


The white-collar employee also received other benefits that the worker did not get. On 
the whole, he enjoyed better working conditions in cleaner surroundings, was entitled to 
better social insurance and pension schemes and longer work-breaks and holidays, and 
received superior job protection in that he could not be dismissed so easily. Moreover, an 
employee of the government could take advantage of the regulations on behalf of Old 
Fighters of 1934, if he qualified as a member of that group, to secure a promotion or a 
better position.[356] As a result, the old status distinctions between white-and blue-collar 
workers, which had been temporarily submerged, surfaced again in the last few years 
before the war. In February 1937, for example, blue-collar workers took exception to 
groups of lower employees who tended to keep to themselves, whereas the workers 
reportedly “did not wish to stand on a different social plane from the employee.” Other 
laborers criticized the special fringe benefits for employees, such as the extraordinary free 
shipments of coal they received. These were envied both for materialistic and 
psychological reasons, since the coal not only warmed the employees but indicated their 
right to receive preferential treatment. In this connection it is also significant that in 1939 
workers’ sons were underrepresented in the regime’s elite schools, while the children of 
clerks were heavily overrepresented in them.[357] The available evidence upholds the 


often 


repeated charge that it was not the workers but rather the members of the middle classes 
— that is, the lower and intermediate employees — who benefited most from the various 
programs offered by the DAF, including the KdF holidays.[358] 


By 1937-38 the occupation of clerk had become one of the jobs most sought after by 
young men and women about to leave primary school. As the demand for office and sales 
clerks grew, candidates applied for job training who, in more normal circumstances, would 
have been eligible only for lower positions because they lacked the necessary intelligence 
or education. In 1938 stern warnings abounded that course-examination standards for shop 
assistants and accountants would have to be raised in order to improve the quality of the 
current generation of training-course leavers and to keep out the misfits. Still, the 
mobilization economy could absorb an ever-growing contingent of white-collar workers. 
Between 1929 and 1938, while the number of manual laborers only increased at an annual 
average growth rate of 1.1 percent, the number of small employees grew at the rate of 2.5 
percent. Before the war the attraction of well-paid white-collar occupations was equaled 
only by that of the highly skilled technological jobs, many of which were held by 
craftsmen with long years of schooling behind them.[359] 


THE ELITE 


From 1933 to 1939 members of the upper middle class and former aristocratic elite 
tended to be heavily overrepresented in the Nazi party. Within this stratum there were 
significant variations, however. After the NSDAP came to power, business executives and 
entrepreneurs supported it with great enthusiasm, but university students, for instance, 
were much less attracted to it. 


Information on students derives in the main from records dealing with institutions of 
postsecondary education and only rarely with upper schools. The rate of student 
newcomers to the NSDAP declined sharply from 1932 to 1933, and then, with the 
exception of 1934-1936, went down further until 1938. But although a smaller percentage 
of new party members were students, a greater percentage of students became party 
members. This was the case because of university enrollment restrictions (such as those 
against women) and voluntary neglect of the universities by eligible young adults; these 
factors reduced the number of students by 5.5 percent between 1932 and 1933 and by 
almost 50 percent between 1933 and 1937.[360] 


For a brief time there was elation among Germany’s student population over Hitler’s 


political success in January 1933. During the final years of the Weimar Republic many 
students had eagerly awaited the improvements that would follow a Nazi victory. And yet 
in 1933 the students’ NSDAP recruitment rate dropped, probably because of the 
introduction of restrictions on their individual liberties, which the majority of them had 
not anticipated.[361] One of the harshest blows was dealt by the Stormtroopers (SA), 
whose plebeian character had made them less than popular with students even before 
1933.[362] Soon after the Nazi takeover, when all responsibility for military sport 
(Wehrsport) was delegated to the SA leadership, that organization began to exert control 
not only over students who were SA members but also over those who were not members, 
by compelling the majority of male students to participate in drills and other 
extracurricular activities. Because these exercises interfered with serious study the 
students hated them and circumvented them whenever possible. Control by the SA 
continued until after the Röhm Purge of June 30, 1934. The institutionalized influence of 
the SA in Germany’s centers of higher learning was removed in early 1935, thus freeing 
many would-be academics to leave the SA and to seek membership in the party or the 
Nazi Student Union (NSDStB), if not the SS. That chain of events is reflected by the 
rising percentage of NSDAP student joiners between 1933 and 1935. 


After 1935 student membership again declined, plunging to a new low in 1937. One of 
the main reasons for this development was that after the introduction of military 
conscription in March 1935 the university’s attraction as a career vehicle paled in relation 
to the army, which welcomed young officer recruits from the upper schools.[363] Another 
major reason was the systematic destruction of the fraternity system by the regime, a 
process that had begun as early as 1933 but was intensified, through various stages, in 
1935. By the spring of 1936 the fraternities had all but vanished, having been either 


forcibly dissolved or driven to accept “voluntary coordination.”[364] 


The Nazi student unions or “comradeship units” (Kameradschaften) that were supposed 
to replace the fraternities were hardly suitable substitutes for the young generation of 
aspiring academics, who, in spite of their right-wing political rabble-rousing in Germany’s 
republican past, had always prized their individual liberties. Among these, the most 
cherished and traditional privilege was the freedom to organize in whatever way they 
wished. On the student-government level, some of the Nazi student leaders of the two 
official representative bodies, the NSDStB and the German Student Body (Deutsche 
Studentenschaft), were so corrupt and incompetent that the majority of ordinary students 
became embittered. A change came in April 1936 when Dr. Gustav Adolf Scheel, a young 


SS officer, united the rival factions under his newly created office of Reich Student 


Leader.[365] This change, however, turned out to be the stepping-stone to greater 
restrictions, which by 1939 included involuntary participation in governmental 
“vocational” contests, forced sports and military training competitions, agricultural and 
other labor service, and various activities relating to party life that took away valuable 
time from both the students’ study periods and the semester breaks. And a sizable number 
of students sorely needed those breaks in order to earn money to help finance their studies. 
Even before the war, it became virtually impossible for a young person to enter a 
university without having previously performed work or paramilitary service or without 
being forced to do so after enrollment.[366] Further, in order to be eligible for financial 
assistance from the state or the NSDAP, the student’s political record had to be spotless. 
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There were few overt manifestations of student discontent before the outbreak of the 
war, but those that are recorded indicate the general mood in the lecture halls of the nation. 
In late 1934 students at Bonn University, mindful of their role in a state whose 
monopolistic party with its strong anti-intellectual tradition did not really cherish the 
presence of students in its ranks, staged a protest when the theologian Karl Barth was 
suspended from teaching.[368] Again in July 1935 students engaged in a demonstration at 
the Teachers’ Academy in Lauenburg, and they enrolled in courses taught by the 
prominent anti-Nazi historian Gerhard Ritter in Freiburg in order to “shake off the fetters 
of party ideology.” By 1936-37, according to reports from the authorities, protests were 
occurring less in the smaller university towns such as Marburg than in the larger cities, 


where there was greater immunity from close party screening.[369] 


Toward 1938-39 perhaps the greatest cause of student disillusionment with the Nazi 
regime was the lowering of academic standards as a result of the overall politicization of 
the universities. Here everyone — students, administrators, the NSDAP and state 
authorities — was caught in a vicious spiral of escalating difficulties that had brought the 
entire higher educational system to a crisis point by the beginning of the war. As political 
obligations, which worked against both intellectual honesty and academic quality, 
increased within and beyond the institutions of higher learning, potential students began to 
look to the army and the booming armaments industry as more appropriate guarantors of 
economic security and social prestige.[370] Increasingly neglected, university personnel 
feared the loss of their monopoly on higher education and consequently of their social 
privilege. At the same time the party and government realized that a depletion of the 
regular stock of highly educated staff was not good for the regime in the long run, 


especially since war was threatening and there was a need for such skilled professionals as 


physicians, engineers, and lawyers. And so, in order to attract more students, university 
spokesmen called for a shortening of the prescribed term of studies and for lower 
examination standards in certain disciplines. As a result, conscientious upper-school 
graduates were even less inclined to enroll, especially in the humanities or such 
professional curricula as law and even medicine, which were becoming increasingly 
infected with ideological hogwash. The natural and applied sciences, by contrast, not only 
were less affected by the Nazi ideology but were also more suited to the needs of an 
entrenched war economy, so these pragmatic subjects became substantially more attractive 
to students than courses in the humanities. The cumulative annual average decrease in 
students in the humanities from 1933 to 1939 was 23.5 percent (calculated from 
enrollment figures), but it was only 18.1 percent in the natural and applied sciences.[371] 
This crisis in higher education (viewed so far only from the student side) was paralleled at 
a lower level by similar developments affecting secondary and primary schools. As a 
whole, the educational situation reflected a conflict of principle between representatives of 
the established order and of the monopoly state party, which was destined to win in the 
end. The university students were, to an increasing extent, the victims of these 
circumstances; and insofar as they perceived their position, they expressed dissatisfaction 
with the regime by abstaining from Nazi party membership whenever they were able to do 


so.[372] 


Between 1933 and 1939, when the student presence in the NSDAP was relatively weak, 
two other elite subgroups, industrial managers and entrepreneurs (10 and 14), adopted a 
much more favorable attitude toward the Nazi party. A high peak in newcomer 
membership in 1933 and another somewhat lower peak in 1939 reflect two climaxes of 
satisfaction with the regime by these occupational strata, which were, on the whole, 
overrepresented in the NSDAP. In absolute numbers the two subgroups combined 


provided the largest component of elite support for Nazism. 


Paraphrasing Schoenbaum, one could say that large-volume business and commerce 
fared well in the National Socialist system of economics for the very same reasons that 
small business fared badly: big business’s reasons for being attracted to the party were 
precisely those that kept small business away from it.[373] Yet, as in the case of the 
Weimar Republic, it is important to distinguish between two different groups of big 
businessmen — the large industrialists or leaders of diversified trusts, of whom there were 
few, and the private owners or managers of intermediate family businesses, such as large 
local wholesale merchants or factory owners, of whom there were many. For two reasons 


the supporting data for this study reveal primarily the political behavior of the medium 


private businessmen, not of the large industrialists. First, since the typical great German 
magnate could see no particular advantage in joining the party after January 1933 and 
even thought himself above it, only a small minority of this group actually filled out 
membership forms.[374] Second, those large industrialists who did become Nazi party 
comrades had little influence on the trends described in this chapter simply because their 
numbers were negligible. Still, in spite of the uneven data, it is possible to carefully weigh 
the evidence and thus to arrive at judgments that are valid for both groups of elite 


businessmen. 


The peak in the new NSDAP membership curve for big businessmen in 1933 reflects 
nothing less than the tremendous expectations of success under the new regime on the part 
of all such business people. They had good reason to be optimistic. Hitler himself, in 
meetings with important representatives of industry and commerce, had renewed the 
promises he had made before assuming power that he would not attack the principle of 
free, private enterprise but would in fact endorse the idea of capitalism with a minimum of 
interference by the state. To underline his intentions, in June 1933 the Führer appointed 
Dr. Kurt Schmitt as Reich Minister of Economics. Schmitt basically represented the 
interests of big business, but as an insurance executive he understood the goals of smaller 
entrepreneurs as well. There was, then, to be no break with the immediate capitalist past 
and the business practices associated with it; significantly, Schmitt spoke as late as March 
1934 of the necessity of building on previous achievements. Consequently, during the first 
year of the Nazis’ reign representatives of industry and commerce were happy to support 
Schmitt in his ministry and to convene caucuses to report on methods of economic 
revitalization that would benefit all but the small businesses. As paradoxical as it may 
sound, many business people joined the Nazi party in 1933 because they had high 
expectations for the regime and trusted that under the conditions guaranteed by Hitler the 


representatives of the party would stay out of entrepreneurial affairs.[375] 


The effect of Schmitt’s appointment as Economics Minister was that by the end of 1933 
corporative notions, which were favored by only a few representatives of heavy industry, 
notably Fritz Thyssen, had been discarded by the political leadership and that the chief 
protagonists of such ideas, Otto Wagener and Gottfried Feder, had been reduced to 
insignificance. As for the pseudo-corporate structure of Robert Ley’s German Labor Front 
organization (DAF), whose apparently proworker policy was later to become suspect, it 
held little threat for entrepreneurs in 1933.[376] Besides, the DAF had had an important 
hand in dissolving the conventional trade unions, an event that was cheered by all business 


leaders right down to the smallest factory owner. As far as these men were concerned, the 


worker’s job was to work and not to strike: the fact that Hitler’s regime basically appeared 
to agree with this mainstay of capitalist philosophy made the newly established 


relationship between business and the party an even more amiable one.[377] 


As entrepreneurs in general proceeded to benefit from the regime’s job creation 
measures, particularly in highway construction and housing renovation, and as they 
experienced the economic relief deriving from price and wage stabilization enactments, 
they could not escape the conclusion that their early hopes had been justified. This was all 
the more true because even in 1933 Hitler had tied his economic recovery program to the 
beginnings of mobilization for war, the first visible manifestation of which was a gradual 
reduction in unemployment.[378] Moreover, there were side benefits of a new kind that 
had scarcely been envisaged before the coming of the Third Reich — for instance, the 
widespread profiteering that followed “Aryanization” procedures carried out against 
Jewish businessmen. Here the individual factory owner or wholesaler tended to reap 
greater rewards than the tycoon, at least in the beginning.[379] There is ample proof that 
in the early months of the regime intermediate as well as big business representatives 
made no secret of their satisfaction with Hitler’s coming to power. They not only gave 
money to the party, which many of them joined at the same time, but they also expressed 
their appreciation for it. On May 9, 1933, for example, the president of the Kottbus 
chamber of commerce assured the authorities that his organization “joyfully espouses the 


goals and ideas of these new National Socialist times.”[380] 


After the first year of the regime the shape of the new membership curve indicates a 
somewhat greater reluctance on the part of businessmen to join the NSDAP, although 
these newcomers continued to be overrepresented in the party. The relative lack of interest 
shown by managers and entrepreneurs toward the Nazi party during the period between 
1934-35 and 1939 resulted from a combination of two factors: the difficulties that 
businessmen had to grapple with at that time and the opportunities available to them. In 
this connection, the high point of 1939 was obviously related to the renewed impetus 
given to the national economy by the war effort. In the final analysis, however, 


businessmen emerged at the start of World War II as a winning, not a losing, social group. 


On the positive side of the balance sheet, all big businessmen were able to point to 
remarkable profits, which accrued in direct proportion to the size of the business involved 
and to its share in the ever-increasing level of war production. The latter held true 
especially after 1936 when armaments industries became part of the long-range planning 


mechanisms of the second Four-Year Plan. In general, the larger a firm was and the more 


adaptable it was to the war economy, the greater was its profit potential. For example, a 
minor engine maker near Brunswick, who turned to the production of aircraft motors in 
1935, had by 1936 become not only deeply involved in the rearmament program but also 
very wealthy. This particular factory owner, incidentally, had been a party member since 
1934.[381] 


On the negative side of the balance sheet, but hardly offsetting the positive side, were 
the recurrent demands made by the DAF upon all types of managers and entrepreneurs. 
While these demands were ostensibly in the social interest of the workers (who were not at 
all impressed), the employers saw them as an encroachment upon their preserves, as an 
attempt at state intervention in their business establishments. These developments were 
particularly evident after 1933, when Ley’s labor organization was bent on expansion on a 
huge scale, with the result that eventually it became the largest corporation of its type in 
the world. Businessmen were never quite sure whether the DAF would succeed in 
becoming a pseudo-trade union that might rescind the state’s fixed wage policy to the 
detriment of the employer, or whether it would try to curtail their long-standing 
prerogative to hire and fire workers at will. DAF functionaries themselves issued many 
threats against recalcitrant business leaders: there were instances of DAF inspectors 
paying surprise visits to businesses, perhaps to check the overtime schedule, and of DAF 
appraisers assessing a firm’s worthiness before the closing of a lucrative armaments deal. 
And just as profits were linked to size, so the degree to which a plant owner managed to 
evade DAF membership or shop surveillance was directly related to the size of his 
enterprise; as a rule, trusts and cartels were beyond the reach of the Labor Front.[382] The 
distress the DAF brought to some employers was only partially counterbalanced by the 
advantages offered them by the Law for the Organization of National Labor, which, after 
January 20, 1934, guaranteed the employer the honorific title of Fiihrer (“leader of the 
business”), in contrast to his “retinue” (the employees). (In a budding labor dispute, for 
instance, the mechanisms set in motion by this law decidedly favored the employer’s side 
in arbitration, and in essence the law perpetuated the pre-1933 status quo in labor 


relations, leaving the preeminent position of the employer unchanged. )[383] 


Again on the negative side, spokesmen for business, commerce, and industry may have 
been somewhat divided because of the inequity between large and small businesses. Large 
businessmen, tied to armaments production and strategic key industries, were raking in 
greater profits, consolidating potentially monopolistic positions, and, in some instances, 
strengthening their influence with state authorities. The most celebrated example of this, 


evident as early as 1933, was the IG Farben chemical trust. Through a complicated chain 


of events dictated by the imminence of war, it prospered so well that in August 1938 its 
representative, Dr. Carl Krauch, became one of Göring’s leading delegates in the area of 
national production control. Still, it would be wrong to look upon the IG Farben trust’s 
unique role in the Nazi regime as typical of big business, defined, as East German 
historians are wont to see it, as “fascist monopoly capitalism.” [384] No one can deny, 
however, that the slowly changing demand by the state for production rather than 
consumption goods eventually harmed smaller industries, including the textile mills and 
lumber companies.[385] In this respect the developments paralleled those in the realm of 
small and artisanal business described earlier. Because of their low-priority position by, 
say, 1937, the smaller industries were the first to be affected by the rationing of scarce raw 
materials, and they were less able than the larger industries to pay the exorbitant wages 
that skilled labor began to demand about the same time. In 1938 one sympathetic Nazi 
economist advised that the “smaller and medium entrepreneur should be made to feel 
more certain that now someone is looking after him and that he is being spoiled a little 
more than the large businessmen, who can easily help themselves.”[386] To compound 
these economic problems, in the mid-thirties Germany was at a disadvantage vis-a-vis 
other exporting countries in the world market. As a result there was a shortage of foreign 
exchange, which made it even more difficult for commercial firms specializing in import 


consumption merchandise, such as the coffee wholesalers of Bremen, to prosper.[387] 


The crunch for industry and business as a whole was felt by 1938, after Goring, at 
Hitler’s behest, had transformed Germany into a virtually state-controlled economy. This 
transformation was the consequence of two events: the introduction of the second Four- 
Year Plan, which was supposed to speed up the nation’s preparation for war, late in 1936; 
and Göring’s activation of a secret memorandum from Hitler in mid-1937. The Four-Year 
Plan resulted in the resignation of Dr. Hjalmar Schacht, the last representative of 
unfettered private enterprise, as Reich Minister of Economics; but it hardly came as a 
surprise to those who had observed the state’s gradual infringements on private enterprise 
after 1933 and become aware of the philosophy of the regime — namely, that business 
was free to go its own way provided it served the party’s long-range aims. By this logic it 
should have been clear to most businessmen that the very introduction of the second Four- 
Year Plan would mean more frequent acts of state intervention in order to regulate 
production wherever self-regulation failed to bring the desired results. Göring’s decision 
to act on Hitler’s memorandum (dated August 1936), which revealed his resolve to 
implement a state-controlled economy, was taken in July 1937 when the shortage of 


foreign exchange had become serious (even though Germany was already headed toward 


the goal of economic self-sufficiency) and when the iron and steel trusts were falling 
behind in the output of needed raw materials. In that month Göring announced the creation 
of the “Mining Enterprises Hermann Goring,” a move that heralded the establishment of 
similar state combines in other fields of vital war production. Following the pattern set by 
these two measures, actions taken after the start of World War II further reduced the 
independence of the industrialists, though at the same time they drew even intermediate 
businesses into the realm of rearmament. The net result for business was, as some 
historians have noted, a considerable loss of freedom, but concomitantly, as plants began 
to be used to maximum capacity, profits continued for all entrepreneurs.[388] The 
business euphoria resulting from the economic boom was reflected in higher Nazi 


membership statistics for 1939. 


To complete this picture of the big-business community, the situation of the large 
landowners must also be considered. Viewed as a historical stereotype, the East Elbian 
landowner or Junker-with a large estate was socially a member of the former ruling class 
and politically an adherent of the DNVP. The situation varied in other parts of Germany. 
In Bavaria, for example, the place of the DNVP could be taken by the Bavarian People’s 
Party (BVP). The documents show that although the large landowners may secretly have 
remained loyal to the restorationist, monarchic cause and bewailed the silent death of the 
old right-wing parties, they acquiesced in the advent of Hitler. Actually, they had much to 
gain. Because they were allowed to keep their large estates, they benefited from a partial 
extension of the Weimar Republic’s Eastern Aid program, and at the same time their grain 
production was subsidized and competitive food imports were shut out by high tariff 
walls. Their willful, cavalier w’ays toward hired labor were left unchanged, so that their 
relationship with farm workers was affected only inasmuch as the hired hands were bound 
to want more money in good times, exactly as they did on smaller farms. Unlike the 
smaller farmer, who had difficulty in meeting such demands, the estate owner had plenty 
of capital to spend on wages or on necessary machinery to replace the thinning work 
force. Here the same market mechanism that turned the economic spiral in the wrong 
direction for the small farmer turned it in the right direction for the big one. If more credit 
was needed it could easily be obtained, for the Junkers had real estate collateral because 
they were under no pressure to maintain a nonmortgageable “hereditary farm.” Materially, 
they may not have done so well as the industrial tycoons or very wealthy factory owners 
between 1933 and 1939, but in comparison with the ordinary farmers they were very well 
off indeed. If they kept quiet and avoided conflict with local or regional party hacks, they 


could even receive preferential treatment, as in the case of one Baron Durant and one 


Countess Bismarck, whose properties, thanks to effective influence in high places, were 
not touched by autobahn construction. Small wonder, too, that in the Prussian province of 
Pomerania the landed gentry, conservative to the core, allowed opportunism to get the 
better of them when their vested interests seemed threatened. Of one great landowner, who 
was by no means atypical, it is reported that he used to keep his Nazi party badge on his 
writing desk but would quickly transfer it to his lapel when the NSDAP’s representative 
came to the door. Only the war and the aristocracy’s role in the Resistance were to change 
all this.[389] 


Another elite subgroup, the higher civil servants, following a slump in party interest in 
1930-1932, approached the NSDAP in much greater numbers in 1933. They again lost 
interest in 1935 but bounded back in 1937. In 1938-39, however, these higher 
administrators stayed away from the party to such an extent that they were 


underrepresented among the joiners. 


These civil servants’ rekindled interest in 1933 can be attributed to their feeling of 
confidence in the new’ government. Hitler’s political takeover ended recurrent phases of 
frustration for upper and lower administrators alike. Many judges and state counselors, 
disappointed and resentful over Germany’s turbulent republican past and often supported 
by the DNVP, which had just allied itself to the Nazis, showed their elation over Hitler’s 
victory by signing up at the nearest party headquarters. This euphoria was reflected in the 
intelligent musings of Count Fritz-Dietlof von der Schulenburg on the changes about to be 
experienced (which were, incidentally, inspired by official talk about an impending 
judicial reform), in the declarations of loyalty made by upper-school teachers, and in the 
support given to the local party by the Hamburg judges.[390] Naturally, there were many 
variations on this scheme. While some highly placed public servants, such as Baron Ernst 
von Weizsacker of the Foreign Office, were still deliberating about party membership in 
the middle of June 1933, others, like Justice Senator Dr. Curt Rothenberger in Hamburg, 
rushed to oblige the new rulers by implementing Nazi-inspired legislation with a 
vengeance.[391] Moreover, the Law for the Reconstitution of the Civil Service of April 
1933, which, especially in Prussia, forced many a would-be rival out of office on the basis 
of political conviction or race, found favor with numerous nationalistic and anti-Semitic 
mandarins.[392] 


One major reason for the relative decline of administrative enthusiasm after 1933 was 
the regime’s increasing arbitrariness. This development alienated the conservative, 


university-educated officials, most of whom had taken law degrees. In spite of their 


contempt for what they considered to be the aberrations of the parliamentary system of 
Weimar, they tended to react sensitively to issues of constitutionality and due process of 
law. In the long run, these sophisticated legal experts, who after 1933 came increasingly 
under suspicion for not being able to do without a “constitution,” found it much more 
difficult to accept the manipulation of the judicial system by the totalitarian dictatorship 
than did the less educated lower and intermediate civil servants.[393] As the regime’s 
extralegal activities, which had begun with the terror generated by the SA in 1933-34, 
multiplied, highly motivated top administrators had to endure ever-growing affronts to 
their sense of justice. The judges, who were stripped of their juridical independence by 
being required to make decisions in the spirit of National Socialism and to accept Adolf 
Hitler as the supreme judge in the land, probably suffered the greatest psychological 
shock. Although the government paid lip service to the importance of the law, it was 
obvious soon after January 1933 that “the law” was to be made subservient to party and 
State and that its administrators were to be reduced to the status of mere bureaucratic 
helots.[394] 


The chain of events that offended the higher civil servants’ professional ethos and 
eventually threatened their position in the nation was touched off by the installation of 
pseudo-legal auxiliary police drawn from the ranks of largely unemployed SA stalwarts, 
paralleled, at a higher lever, by special SA commissars in regional governments. The 
Röhm Purge of June 1934 removed these, but in doing so it presented the officials with a 
new problem revealing the ruthlessness with which Hitler was prepared to rule — even 
beyond the constraints of the law, if need be.[395] As time went on, political supervision 
and internal and external pressure increased for higher civil servants who were members 
ofthe NSDAP or of party ancillary organizations such as the Nazi Jurists’ League. In some 
of these quasi-corporative organizations, joint membership with lower civil servants was 
encouraged by the regime to help break down class barriers. This goal, which was proudly 
proclaimed by Bavaria’s new Justice Minister, Dr. Hans Frank, was loathed by the 
traditionally aloof, high-ranking officials. On January 26, 1937, after long delays, the new 
German Civil Service Law, which revised the system of promotions in the interest of high 
state officials, had finally been promulgated against the opposition of the party. But to 
offset this, in the last three years before the war the degree of lawlessness and of official 
contempt for traditional juridical procedures became staggering. Hence the prestige of the 
civil-service corps reached its prewar nadir, with the result that conscientious men like 


Schulenburg reinforced their resolve to oppose the dictatorship on all counts.[396] 


In 1933 the mandarins had turned out voluntarily to pledge Nazi membership, but they 


became disenchanted with the regime earlier than the lower civil servants. Since, 
especially in 1937, they were not subjected to the same degree of official pressure to join 
as were their lower-placed colleagues, their interest in NSDAP membership subsided more 
quickly. By 1937 the party, represented chiefly by Bormann, loudly claimed that it, rather 
than the state, should have total control of the civil-service corps, a claim that Interior 
Minister Frick found difficult to deny. This stance, however, does not seem to have 
frightened the top officials into joining the party, for the figures for new members kept 
declining up to the outbreak of the war. The decline is significant because Bormann had 
actually threatened the top officials with promotion delays unless they joined the party — 
a threat that was finally and authoritatively quashed by Hitler himself in 1939. There can 
be only one explanation for the higher officials’ comparatively confident stance vis-à-vis 
the NSDAP: as the machinery of government became more complicated for the new 
rulers, especially in relationship to the preparedness economy, the higher civil servants 
became even more indispensable to the state. Thus they were able to take greater political 
liberties, to maintain an attitude of quiet defiance, and to retain their social homogeneity, 
which was the basis of their unique esprit de corps.[397] After 1936 their relatively 
independent position was supported by declining enrollments in law and political science 
courses at the universities and by an apparent unwillingness by graduates to enter the state 
service on terms that were much less favorable than those offered by industry or private 
practice.[398] 


Among the educated state officials or higher civil servants the university professors were 
in a slightly different situation from that of the upper-school teachers and administrators. 
First, they did not come under the same degree of direct political pressure, and second, 
they could not demonstrate, in the short or long run, that they were equally important to 
the survival of the dictatorship.[399] In the Weimar Republic, university professors had 
been either highly nationalistic adherents of the DNVP or else completely apolitical. The 
second attitude seemed to conform perfectly with the tradition of academic freedom that 
afforded scholars the privilege of impartiality. Indeed, some of the older professors who 
managed a smooth transition into the Third Reich used neutrality as an excuse for not 
joining the NSDAP, even though in their hearts they might have favored the movement. 


[400] Of the ones who did join the party, at least two groups are clearly distinguishable. 


First, there was a small and very exposed handful of scholars, some of them leading 
authorities in their field, who had openly favored the Nazis before 1933 and who 
unabashedly embarked on a course of ideological fortification of the Nazi doctrine without 


express solicitation by the state. To this group belonged such well-known collaborators as 


Martin Heidegger, Ernst Krieck, Alfred Baeumler, and Adolf Rein, not to mention the 
university technocrats serving fulltime on Himmler’s and Rosenberg’s staffs, whose 
individual biographies are interesting but offer little insight into the behavior of the 
professional group as a whole.[401] Such higher academics evidently took seriously 
Hitler’s motto of the twenties: “In science the folkish State has to see a means for the 


promotion of national pride.”[402] 


The second, and by far the larger, group of career scholars who joined the NSDAP after 
1933 did so for opportunistic reasons — perhaps, for example, to secure an important 
chair that had formerly been held or coveted by a Jewish rival — while at the same time 
they remained essentially true to the academic standards demanded by their discipline. 
[403] Superficially, the evidence points to a correlation between youth and NSDAP 
membership: the younger the person and the more apparent his willingness to join the 
party, the better were his chances for academic promotion or professorial tenure. 
Ambitious university academics seem to have gone through the motions of accepting 
onerous and often humiliating party regimentation in the hope of rapid professional 
advancement.[404] Still, statistical details compiled by Reece C. Kelly leave little doubt 
about the reluctance of even the young lecturers to join the party after 1933, thus 
duplicating the trend that was characteristic of all the other high civil servants and 
indicating that the attraction of the NSDAP was well on the way to decline by 1937.[405] 


As the regime kept pressing hopeful scholars either to join the party and its ancillary 
organizations or to partake in institutionalized paramilitary activities, and as scholars 
showed increasing hesitation or cynicism in complying, NSDAP officials could not refrain 
from expressing their suspicions concerning the nation’s highest educators.[406] “At the 
university, Nazis are as rare as in the bureaucracy,” exclaimed one party official before a 
congregation of schoolteachers in April 1936, and three years later a Hessian functionary 
complained that “to date university lecturers as a whole have shown few signs of being 
inspired by Nazism.”[407] There may have been few cases of downright opposition to the 
regime, especially among Germany’s younger university faculty members before 1939-40; 
[408] but it is much more significant that as academic freedom in the universities became 
further curtailed, more young scholars chose promising positions in industry and the army 
instead of embarking on a higher teaching career, so escaping the reach of the NSDAP. 


This act, too, was a form of protest behavior among Germany’s young elite.[409] 


The last subgroup of the elite, the academic professionals (12), included the most 


powerful representatives of that class in the NSDAP, second only to the entrepreneurs and 


managers combined. Among the newcomer academic professionals between 1933 and 
1939, medical doctors (physicians, dentists, veterinarians) formed the largest single 
element, ranging from one-fifth of the total in 1935 to more than one-third in 1939 (figure 
6). 


Generally, all the highly qualified professionals looked upon NSDAP membership as a 
guarantee of individual professional liberties, with which the new regime on the whole 
interfered surprisingly little. In addition, the regime saw to it that unwanted competition 
from Jewish circles was effectively eliminated — a gradual process that was largely 
completed by 1939. Obvious benefits accrued from this, particularly to lawyers and 
physicians, if only because since the Weimar period their professions had been well 
staffed with Jewish colleagues. Fewer benefits accrued to engineers or architects and to 
independently established writers, journalists, or artists who had not experienced that kind 


of competition. 


It is difficult to recreate the atmosphere in which writers and journalists lived and 
worked as a step toward finding out whether they joined the party out of conviction or 
sheer opportunism.[410] There is evidence that many free-lance writers for large daily 
papers, as well as competent editors, joined the NSDAP out of a sense of cynicism — an 
attitude that had guided them well in the last turbulent years of the republic. For example, 
a journalist who had attacked governmental measures under Briining with vitriolic 
diatribes would tend to criticize the unsavory aspects of the new regime between the lines 
of his editorials or through literary devices such as metaphor and hyperbole. Other 
journalists, without recognizing the inherent contradiction in the situation, might find 
these “revolutionary” times exciting material, as long as their customary freedom of 
expression was not curtailed. And to get around the gagging press laws, party membership 
served many writers as an expeditious tool.[411] Politically less critical, not to say naive, 
artists could have been lured to the party by the proclaimed aims of a new German 
Culture, indeed by the very strong undercurrent of a neoromantic cultural mysticism that 
could be experienced, for example, through the invocation of Teutonic gods in Wagnerian 
opera. The paradox remains, however, that the intellectuals, though generally despised by 
the Nazis, often found “intellectual” reasons for justifying the “revolution” and 
subsequently joining the party.[412] This may explain the questionable loyalty expressed 
not only by someone like poet-laureate Gerhart Flauptmann but also by a lesser writer like 
Gottfried Benn. The example of Thomas Mann, who went into exile in Switzerland in 
1933 and subsequently lost his Munich possessions, his honorary doctorate, and his 


German citizenship, remained anomalous because there are indications that he could have 


returned to the Reich under the patronage of Joseph Goebbels. Other writers such as 
Bertolt Brecht and Oskar Maria Graf did not have this choice. Actors and opera singers 
had to join the NSDAP if they wanted satisfying roles in the nation’s better known 
theaters, then controlled by Goebbels and Goring. Here, too, one finds the characteristic 
mixture of inner conviction and shrewd calculation that motivated so many other social 


subgroups to enroll in the party.[413] 


A regime that was technically oriented and sang the praises of technological progress 
had to find favor with technologists, and specifically with university-educated engineers 
and architects. If as a professional group they appear underrepresented in the NSDAP, as 
Karl-Heinz Ludwig believes he can prove, this may have been due partly to the 
technicians’ relative lack of interest in politics, which was traditional and is glaringly 
obvious in Albert Speer’s memoirs. It is also true, however, that engineers and architects, 
unlike lawyers and doctors, would have had relatively little to gain from the regime’s 


expressly anti-Semitic policy.[414] 


If lawyers were overrepresented in the NSDAP — an assumption that cannot be 
conclusively proved on the basis of the present data — this must have been mainly 
because of a combination of two factors. After Hitler’s assumption of power many 
lawyers, notably the young ones, experienced miserable economic conditions because 
there were still too many practicing attorneys in the Reich. These lawyers were therefore 
all the more eager to drive out Jewish competitors in the profession, an urge that harked 
back to Weimar days.[415] Prominent Nazis who claimed that even as late as January 
1934 active Jewish lawyers in Prussia made up as much as 17.5 percent of the lawyer 
population could assume that their followers knew that the Jewish population was then 
less than 1 percent of the total Reich population.[416] Even if the Nazi political system 
always remained suspicious of the law, however, lawyers were needed as long as the 
customary legal and judicial procedures were left unchanged. Moreover, as cases of 
political prosecution in the courts continued to multiply, lawyers were called upon in 
greater numbers to defend clients. As it turned out in most cases, this was a mere 
formality, but it kept the legal profession flourishing. Joining the NSDAP could, besides 
helping to speed up the removal of unwanted Jewish colleagues, mean unlimited 
opportunities for professional advancement in the party’s ancillary organizations such as 
the SS. Until 1939 lawyers were also needed for the shady deals surrounding 
“Aryanization” of Jewish businesses: party members stood a better chance of becoming 
involved in such ventures and could look forward to a handsome fee. In dealings of this 


kind, the original ideas of “law” and “justice” were twisted to suit the regime’s needs, in 


conjunction with the reinterpretation of the ethical code by Nazi experts. These ideals 
were officially upheld by the Nazi Jurists’ League, ruled by Hans Frank, who conveniently 
paid lip service to the ultimate goal of “law.” In this spirit, prominent jurists such as Otto 
Koellreutter and Ernst Forsthoff did their utmost to “justify” the Fiihrer state with 
legalistic sophistry.[417] 


In the case of medical doctors, however, an overrepresentation in the NSDAP can be 
documented with a high degree of certainty. Approximately 45 percent of all physicians 
(excluding dentists and veterinarians) were members of the party during the Third Reich. 
[418] Moreover, from 1925 to 1944 there were proportionately almost three times as many 
doctors — that is, physicians, dentists, and veterinarians — in the party as in the 
population of the Reich.[419] Why the percentage of Nazi newcomer medical doctors of 
all types declined by 1935 is not yet entirely clear.[420] Possibly medical doctors were 
nervous about the forthcoming Physicians’ Law (promulgated on December 13, 1935): 
they may have been concerned about the possible extent of the regulation of doctors’ 
professional activities and about a change in the medical code of ethics.[421] As it turned 
out, such fears were unfounded. The doctors reemerged after the new legislation as one of 
the most privileged groups in German society, whose traditional sanctuaries would be no 
more violated than they had been in previous years, and whose monopoly in the 


“business” of life and death was, if anything, destined to be strengthened. 


German doctors, craving higher earnings, were vehemently antagonistic toward their 
Jewish colleagues. A separate study is needed of the “Aryanization” of the German 
medical profession from 1933 to 1945,[422] but it is clear that German “Aryan” doctors 
went out of their way to rid themselves of Jewish colleagues who were, admittedly, still 
powerful and popular, especially in such cities as Frankfurt and Berlin.[423] Building on 
their prejudice and hatred toward Jewish fellow students in the medical faculties of the 
Weimar Republic, where the percentage of Jewish students had been the second highest of 
any faculty, “Aryan” doctors proceeded to implement the purge they might only have 
talked about as young interns before Hitler’s assumption of power.[424] Jewish physicians 
were forced out of practice by harassment or other questionable means, often after the 
accusation that they provided free medical service to the needy and thus damaged the 
earning potential of their “Aryan” colleagues.[425] Even though many German doctors 
did not actually agree with what Dr. Franz Wertheim told interrogators after World War II 
(namely, that by upbringing and conviction “[I am] an anti-semite — mainly on ‘aesthetic’ 
grounds, for I am in favor of preserving racial purity and consider that as a race the Jews 


are inferior”), many other physicians deliberately compared Jewish doctors to crooks and 


felons.[426] 


Before Jewish physicians began to be routinely rounded up for deportation to the East, 
and while the law still afforded them a measure of protection, their German colleagues, 
usually acting through their professional association, Kassenarztliche Vereinigung 
Deutschlands (KVD), used every legal pretext to get their rivals proscribed.[427] Where 
the law could be circumvented without risk, this was done. Jewish doctors lost their 
memberships or their functions in the professional associations, either as a result of 
decisions based on the legal precedent of the Law for the Reconstitution of the German 
Civil Service (April 7, 1933) or related legislation, or as a consequence of “Aryan” 
physician membership petitions. In a case reported from Waldenburg (Lower Silesia) in 
1934, a Jewish Dr. M., whom the current law would have allowed to remain in the 
physicians’ association because he had served in the front lines during World War I, was 
forcibly denied the right to practice as a doctor for the state-sponsored health insurance 
plan on the ground that he had never seen war service. To justify its decision the 
Waldenburg KVD chapter wrote, “Under these circumstances [the physicians’ association] 
cannot be blamed for wanting to exclude from its ranks a colleague who constantly 
harmed the honor and the prestige of the medical profession by his conduct.”[428] What 
particularly irked the German doctors was that many a Gentile patient was reluctant to 
give up his or her trusted Jewish doctor, and that until the end of 1938 the law remained 
unclear as to whether German patients could visit Jewish doctors, or Jewish patients 
“Aryan” doctors.[429] 


As Dr. Wertheim admitted candidly after the war, getting rid of Jewish colleagues was a 
paying proposition. Indeed, by 1943 when fewer doctors remained to tend to a larger 
number of patients, physicians were enjoying very high incomes.[430] Nor was a higher 
material standard of living through the elimination of the Jews the only benefit a German 
doctor derived from membership in the NSDAP. In the Upper Bavarian hamlet of Murnau 
in July 1933 a surgeon laid claim to the post of hospital physician not only on account of 
his long experience but also because of his “status in good standing as a party 
member.”[431] And as the teaching of medicine changed to emphasize such subjects as 
hereditary hygienics and racial anthropology, and a host of openings in these new fields 
appeared with such paragovernmental and paramilitary agencies as the police and the SS, 
to say nothing of the Wehrmacht, a young intern could, at least until 1939, virtually pick 
and choose the sort of medical career he wished to follow.[432] It is therefore 
understandable that until well into the war years the medical profession remained the 


declared favorite of those young men and women who still bothered to attend a university. 


Throughout the Reich the percentage of medical students was always higher than that of 
any other students.[433] 


* 


By the fall of 1939 Hitler’s party had lived through an eight-year period that, viewed in 
retrospect, was the most fortunate phase of its history. Even skeptics had to admit that the 
party had weathered many storms and achieved many important goals. In the main, it had 
consolidated its position within the Nazi system. It appeared to have resolved the vexing 
question of whether it was a party of the mass or of the elite by posing sometimes as one 
and sometimes as the other. In 1934 it had survived the crisis of the Röhm Purge that 
signified Hitler’s determination to quash all manifestations of plebeian domination; and its 
pattern of absolute growth from 1934 to 1935 was one of the most impressive in its entire 
history (figure 1). Even as a monopolistic state party whose internal policies and 
regulations were often dictated by considerations beyond the control of its own hierarchy, 
it had been successful in attracting nearly representative groups from German society, 
though of course medical doctors were more in evidence than miners. Above all, the 
NSDAP had succeeded in maintaining, at least nominally, the preeminence in National 
Socialist Germany that it had possessed during the Time of Struggle — that is, the 
distinction of being the vanguard of the Nazi movement. The Führer himself never tired of 
assuring his people that this was so. Although rival organizations like the SS were much 
more conspicuous in 1939 than they had been in 1930, the NSDAP with its many official 
functions (including the monitoring and even policing of public opinion) was still at the 


top of the order. 


As the specter of war appeared on the horizon, obvious dangers lay ahead for the 
NSDAP. The regular armed forces, which in their National Socialist form were a creation 
of the period after 1934, posed an institutional as well as a social threat. As an institution 
the new Wehrmacht could usurp much of the power of decision making that the party had 
enjoyed during its peaceful phase. As a social cosmos it could lure away from the NSDAP 
both established and potential young male members, thereby weakening the party’s social 
fabric, which was predicated upon the twin principles of male superiority and youth. An 
even greater threat in this regard was posed by the SS, which had become unreservedly 
elitist in structure and character and, unlike the Wehrmacht, was ever ready to assume 


ideological tasks that the party regarded as its prerogative. 


These were only a few of the specific problems that the NSDAP would face if Hitler’s 


war turned out to be more than a transitory phenomenon. Although short-term adjustments 


would not be difficult, the very survival of the NSDAP as an ideologically determined 
formation of German men and women would be at stake if a long-lasting war were to 
strengthen the rival organizations. Yet in September 1939 no Nazi party member thought 
in these terms. Any of them would have found it difficult to imagine that Hitler’s war 


could become a drawn-out affair or that he might possibly lose it. 


5 — THE WAR YEARS 


SEPTEMBER 1939 TO 1945 


In the autumn of 1939 the NSDAP entered its most critical period. It was apparent that 
the challenges of World War II could be met only by party members who were highly 
capable and unquestionably loyal to Hitler. Therefore, it came as a shock to the leadership 
that even after the membership rolls were opened to the general public in 1939, the 
number of party applicants remained well below their target figure of 10 percent of the 
Reich population. Moreover, there were signs that the party was losing its appeal as an 
instrument of social and political mobility for Germans with special qualifications or 
skills. In particular, it was becoming less popular with the younger generation, the men 


and women who were expected to safeguard the longevity of the Thousand-Year Reich. 


To counteract these tendencies, the Nazi leaders decided in February 1942 to close the 
membership books once again to the general public in order to attract more young 
members. Only adolescents and mature Germans of special distinction were to be allowed 
to join up. This system of selective closure remained in effect until the end of the regime. 
In essence, it increased the pressure on Hitler Youth leavers to enter the party and deprived 
ordinary Germans of the opportunity to prove their loyalty to Hitler by becoming 
voluntary joiners. What still remains an open question is how many adult Germans would 
actually have become Nazi party comrades in the last years of the regime if they had been 
given a chance to do so. 


In this chapter the analysis of the social composition of the party membership illustrates 


the peculiar situation of medical doctors. 


THE WORKERS 


In 1939 the percentage of workers joining the Nazi party increased noticeably, starting a 
trend that did not end until 1944. But at no time during this period did the percentage of 
worker joiners come up to that class’s percentage in the German population: the proletariat 


continued to be underrepresented in the party. 


One could argue that, as before, the workers’ attitude toward the NSDAP was 
determined largely by socioeconomic considerations. Beginning with the outbreak of war 
the workers’ socioeconomic conditions were obviously a function of two factors: the 
regime’s need for increased armaments output and a growing shortage of skilled 
manpower to produce this output. The relative scarcity of trained German workers, 
compounded by necessary inductions into the armed forces for service at the fronts, was 
never sufficiently offset either by the influx of coopted or conscripted foreign laborers, 
such as the masses of prisoners of war from France, Poland, or Russia, or by the stepped- 
up utilization of native and alien concentration-camp inmates. The workers’ awareness of 
their indispensability to the German war machine may have impelled a majority of them to 
capitalize on their favorable position by pressuring the regime to either maintain or 
improve wages and conditions of work. The regime in turn was well aware that the 
workers might try to exploit their monopolistic situation, and even before the autumn of 
1939 the party condemned the materialism of the workers.[434] 


It is true that by September 1939 the war economy had compelled German workers to 
submit to wage ceilings and the abrogation of overtime pay, as well as to other strictures. 
But two months later the restrictions were removed, and throughout 1940 additional work 
incentives were introduced. Although the eight-hour day remained the norm for wage 
calculations, overtime was richly rewarded. By 1943 a bonus wage system based on 
efficiency was established. All of this meant that at the height of the war a hard-working 
laborer, highly skilled and willing to work long hours, could earn plenty of money.[435] 


But as the war progressed the worker could buy fewer and fewer things with his money; 
the rationing of goods, especially scarce foodstuffs, decisively curbed his purchasing 
power.[436] Moreover, the war brought hardships: forced separation from one’s family, 
uncomfortable and tedious commuting procedures, and of course the dangers associated 
with armaments production, which was subject to enemy bombing raids. Since numerous 
complaints were made about the conditions — complaints that are as well documented as 
the conditions themselves — it is highly unlikely that materialism was the only 
inducement attracting a higher percentage of workers to the NSDAP after 1938.[437] Nor 
could the improved social services, such as the more beneficial old-age pension scheme of 
1940 and the DAF’s heightened activity on the workers’ behalf, have caused the greater 
influx of proletarians into the Nazi party after 1938, for these measures were not 
comprehensive enough.[438] 


The very fact that during the war multitudes of workers were given the opportunity to 


earn high wages, even though the cash they received did not translate into greater buying 
power, instilled in them a feeling of being part of a “new” society in which social 
opportunities had indeed increased for the man on the street. The systematic proscription 
of organized Marxism by the Nazis, an action that at least by the advent of the war had 
weakened the KPD’s and the SPD’s influence among German workers, changed the 
proletariat’s sense of class-consciousness. In the absence of socialist counterpropaganda 
these proletarians, far from rising against a government that had initially made good its 
promise to remove unemployment, even though it had not improved their material lot 
substantially and had subjected them to the rigors of a costly war, tended slowly to fall 
prey to the Nazi slogans calling for the removal of class barriers and for a united 
Volksgemeinschaft.[439] The war, moreover, acted as a catalyst toward a type of social 
consolidation that was based on nationalist and biological premises. This became obvious 
when workers from the Ruhr, for instance, were promoted to supervisory positions in the 
newly conquered East.[440] In addition, not only did workers find it easy to identify with 
the Führer’s humble background, but Hitler and his cronies lost few chances to 
demonstrate their appreciation of the men in blue overalls. As Hitler praised munitions 
laborers for being “soldiers on the home front,” the workers could gratefully compare their 
situation with that of the soldiers in the trenches. Many a laborer who had initially been 
conscripted for front-line duty but had then been sent back to coal pits in the Ruhr or to 
the Schweinfurt ball-bearing plant of Fichtl and Sachs realized that, Allied air raids 
notwithstanding, his lot at home was infinitely better than the hardships of the front. In 
this comparison it was primarily the British bomber pilot who emerged as a substitute for 
the hated figure of the exploiting entrepreneur conventionally vilified by the Communists. 
Secondarily it was the German war profiteer, stereotyped by the Nazi media as Schieber 
and Kohlenklau, whom the workers suspected of being still within the ranks of the upper 
classes.[441] In fact, the most obvious representatives of that class were the rich but 
harmless ladies who could afford to vacation at exclusive spas during the summer of 1943, 
or, perhaps, the corrupt NSDAP functionaries, against whom the workers wished the 
Führer would initiate another purge. It may be that the solidarity between Führer and 
workers was corroded in the chaotic years after 1942, when the differences between the 
home front and the military front gradually became meaningless. But in light of the rising 
NSDAP joiner figures for workers, it hardly seems justifiable to speak, as some authors 
have done, of an inner proletarian “will to resist” the regime. The evidence points to the 
contrary, at least until 1942.[442] In this sense, then, the German workers proved to be just 
as patriotic during World War II as they had been during World War I.[443] 


THE LOWER MIDDLE CLASS 


Among the six occupational subgroups of the lower middle class the independent 
shopkeepers and retail merchants (subgroups 4 and 8) showed a greater willingness to join 
the NSDAP in 1939 than they had in the previous period, reflecting their expectation of 
commercial success as the war approached. In fact, a boom in small business had begun 
that lasted into 1940, during which the surviving independent craftsmen had a share in war 
production and retail merchants did a brisk business with somewhat more affluent 
consumers who spent freely, spurred on by public fears that goods would become rarer as 
the war progressed. In the Upper Danube area, for instance, by December 1939 “all items 
that could be had in the stores were bought up, including those that formerly had never 
been touched. This is a consequence of higher earnings.”[444] 


Later in 1939, however, things began to become more difficult for both merchant and 
craftsman, with little prospect of improvement until after the end of the war. The squeeze 
earlier applied to smaller businesses by big business continued unabated, with party and 
state giving their blessings or passing legislation that put small businesses at a 
disadvantage. The result, naturally, was a drop in enthusiasm for the party among both 


shopkeepers and artisans. 


As war production became paramount and the need for skilled workers ever greater, the 
weeding-out procedures that had affected artisanal shops in the previous period were 
reactivated shortly after the beginning of the conflict. Often enough, the gains were 
meager. In December 1939 only 18 metal workers could be recruited from a total of 134 
small independent shops in the district of Eberswalde (Brandenburg).[445] But on a 
national scale, craftsmen’s shops lost about 1,400,000 trained employees between the 
summer of 1939 and the spring of 1942. The chronic shortage of certain skills formerly 
practiced in small craft shops, such as shoemaking and housepainting, became particularly 
irksome. There were attempts in 1941 to alleviate underemployment by freeing the 
children of artisans from obligatory Hitler Youth service, but the problem was not solved. 
In the face of these hardships, special ordinances, such as that of October 12, 1939, 
compelling bakers to resume daily delivery of fresh-made buns, created further confusion 
and dismay.[446] 


In the course of time, still more shops were found to be superfluous, either because they 
were engaged in nonessential activities or because they were already operating with a 
skeleton staff. From April 1939 to June 1941 the total number of active, independent 


shops was reduced from 1.5 million to 1.1 million. Toward the end of the war the 
surviving shops were relegated to the business of repairs, and their proprietors became 
justly worried about their future after the “Final Victory” despite promises that conditions 
would then return to normal.[447] Because of the grim job prospects in certain crafts that 
were not considered important for the war effort, such as the building trade, young recruits 
were hard to find, but in some increasingly mechanized trades, such as baking, there was a 


surplus of young trainees even as early as 1940.[448] 


At the retail-store level these consolidation proceedings were paralleled by similar 
measures, though not so drastically. Stores that were deemed nonessential in wartime, 
such as confectionery outlets and perfumeries, were closed by special ordinances early in 
1943. Such steps, however, were not taken solely in the interest of larger businesses, 
because a large number of chain-store outlets, especially those clustered in city centers, 
were forced to close as well.[449] Still, in the case of the merchants as well as the 
craftsmen, one can argue, as a West German scholar has recently done, that until 1945 the 
remaining businesses found competition easier and profits higher — provided, of course, 
they had goods or services to offer in spite of the restraints imposed by bombing raids and 
supply quotas.[450] 


The relative scarcity of consumer goods or foodstuffs that were salable over the counters 
and the shortage of raw materials curtailed more than ever before the potential for 
economic long-term planning of both retail merchants and master craftsmen. Although 
until 1943 plenty of consumer goods were still being manufactured in the Reich, the 
public could buy these only on ration cards, and often the stores had sold out their stock. 
[451] Among the craftsmen who were affected by chronic supply shortages were bakers 
(who needed coal), smiths (who needed iron and alloys), and shoemakers (who needed 
rubber, not to mention leather). With the intensification of air raids, the danger that stocks 
of such supplies would be destroyed grew daily. In Munich during March 1944 a clothing 
merchant was anxious to put on sale a large stock of rubber coats lest they should go up in 
flames during the next bombing attack, but he was prevented from doing so because there 


were not enough ration cards to go around.[452] 


Because supplies and merchandise were limited, some enterprising small businessmen 
occasionally tried to sell popular items to favorite customers under black-market 
conditions, without demanding ration cards and at a higher price. In some cases barter 
replaced money transactions: for instance, greengrocers might part with their vegetables 


only if they received chicken, butter, or soap from their customers, who very likely were 


farmers or merchants specializing in the distribution of these commodities. Similarly, 
tradesmen might work only for payment in kind, particularly in the countryside. As these 
practices increased, the authorities clamped down heavily on the culprits, meting out 
prison sentences and fines. For example, shopkeeper G. of Neumarkt (Oberpfalz) was 
sentenced in early 1943 by a special court in Nuremberg to a year in prison and the loss of 
her commercial license for an additional three years “because of barter trade and for 
having exceeded maximum retail price levels.”[453] 


Independent farmers (subgroup 9) were attracted to the NSDAP at a steady rate from 
1939 to 1944, about equaling the 1933 level, and they continued to be overrepresented in 
the party compared with their 7.70 percent representation in the Reich. By and large they 
seem to have harbored neither an overly strong resentment toward the NSDAP nor an 


enormous fervor for it during wartime. 


Economically, farmers fared somewhat better in this period than they had previously, but 
they still did not really prosper. There were no major droughts or bad harvest, but neither 
were there any particularly fine crops or herds of cattle. Marketing possibilities varied 
according to the region and the produce. Government delivery quotas of crops such as 
wheat, at fixed prices, continued to be in force, and this ensured nutritional standards for 
the Volksgemeinschaft, in particular for the armed forces, that were very high in 
comparison with those of other belligerent countries. During the course of the war some of 
the quotas were relaxed in the interest of higher profits for the farmers, and certain price 
ceilings were raised, as was the ceiling for milk in 1942, to guarantee better financial 
returns. Although complaints were made against forced requisitions of livestock (such as 
horses and steers) for purposes of war, these disadvantages were partly counterbalanced 
by special benefits accruing only in wartime, such as controlled price and consumption 
patterns. The scarcity of fodder and fertilizer continued to be felt, but the need for 
expensive mechanization was somewhat reduced because labor reserves could be 
increased by importing foreign farm workers. One decided advantage the farmer 
possessed over all the other social subgroups was that in emergencies he could rely on his 
own produce to ward off starvation. In a sense, he was the beneficiary of a microcosmic 
subsistence economy specific only to the countryside. Despite the official delivery quotas, 
the farmers not only ate better than the townspeople during the war, but they were also 
able, as barter trade became more common, to augment their purchasing power by 
exchanging hoarded produce for coveted manufactured goods, even though such a practice 
was not without risks. Farmers possessed a further advantage in that they were able to get 


alien laborers for unusually low wages. Most of the money saved, however, went to the 


government by way of taxes and special surcharges; and besides, these foreign laborers, 


who were less efficient than the Germans they replaced, caused additional troubles.[454] 


The problem of agricultural labor during the war probably gave the individual farmer 
more headaches than any other matter. This problem was multifaceted. During the first 
three years of the war, in an attempt to promote the national “Nutrition Battle,” the 
conscription of farmers for military service was not uniformly enforced and some farmers, 
to their great relief, were able initially to retain civilian status. Later, however, they might 
be called up for active duty; their relief then changed to anger. This was especially true 
after the disaster of Stalingrad in February 1943, when the drafts in the agrarian sector 
were drastically increased, so that by mid-1943 a total of nearly two million men from 
agriculture had been inducted into the Wehrmacht.[455] Moreover, after the winter of 
1939-40 had demonstrated huge gaps in the civilian agricultural labor force, farm labor 
was made available from POW camps or foreign sources. As a result, by the middle of 
1941 about a million and a half foreign workers were being used in the Reich economy, of 
whom approximately half toiled on the soil; yet industry was receiving foreign workers at 
a faster rate on the whole than agriculture. And even though by 1944 one laborer in five in 
Germany was a stranger, agriculture’s demands still could not be met by the end of the 


war.[456] 


When farmers were conscripted the chores fell to the women who were left behind. 
Although they received some help from members of the various civilian and youth service 
programs, such as those for young girls, city women, university students, and the Hitler 
Youth, this aid was intermittent, unsystematic, and on the whole ineffective. Farmers’ 
wives and daughters bore the brunt of responsibility for the farms, often working 
themselves into a state of total physical exhaustion.[457] Many of these women found 
themselves in a difficult situation: they had to gain the good will of the foreign help, 
whom they generally treated with kindness, but for this they were reprimanded — and in 
some cases even punished with lengthy terms in the penitentiary — by the authorities, 
who forbade fraternizing with the enemy. Moreover, they were apt to incur the wrath of 
their husbands or fiances, who often suspected their women of having affairs with the 
Poles or Frenchmen. A large stock of documents shows the suspicions to have been quite 
well founded.[458] 


The farmers, officially still the darlings of the nation as evidenced by many public 
addresses and special events held in their honor, found it increasingly difficult to 


comprehend a war that they had never wanted and that took them away from their farms 


for months at a time. Many became more and more apathetic as exaggerated demands 
were made upon their patriotism. When at home, for example, they displayed a marked 
aversion to work, especially on Sundays. Not surprisingly, neither their own children nor 
the young people from the cities showed much desire to learn farming. Although the 
regime kept painting the German farmer’s future in a newly conquered European East in 
glowing colors and calling for a volunteer army of trainees, its spokesmen could not help 
noticing that the German peasant was seldom apt to look beyond his village steeple. “The 
peasant population knows precious little what this war is all about,’ wrote a Hessian 
Oberbereichsleiter in the summer of 1943. “It is quite likely — and this is even worse — 
that they do not want to know about this struggle. Despite the efforts of the party and its 
agencies, a large number of them just will not come out of their state of indifference as far 


as the great events of our day are concerned.”[459] 


Another section of the lower middle class, the lower and intermediate civil servants 
(subgroup 7), joined the NSDAP in greater numbers during the first months of the war and 
then turned their backs on the party after 1940-41. Nevertheless, they remained 
overrepresented in the NSDAP until 1942. In all probability, their renewed faith in the 
party at the beginning of the war is traceable to the host of novel and interesting 
professional opportunities that awaited them in the administrative networks established in 
the wake of Germany’s blitzkrieg victories, particularly in Poland and France.[460] A few 
scholars have held that some sort of “crisis” caused civil servants to ignore the party after 
1941, but this view is open to question.[461] Yet it is clear that a combination of factors 
throughout the later years of the war did threaten German officialdom more than at any 
time since 1933. This is probably the most likely reason for the decline in new party 


membership after 1941. 


In addition to the old problems that continued to plague civil servants under Nazi rule, 
there were new problems that increased in severity as the armed conflict developed. As 
civil servants were conscripted into the army to serve at the front, those who were left 
behind were faced with insuperable difficulties in a civilian administration that was made 
infinitely more complex by the demands of war. The skeleton staff left on the home front 
was more and more overworked as cases of political disobedience increased within the 
civilian sphere and had to be dealt with in the courts, including the Nazi “special courts.” 
Figures from the Justice Ministry show, moreover, that the decreasing number of justice 
officials was less and less capable of coping with the rising multitude of infractions. In 
1943 the combined losses of dead and wounded among justice officials through air raids 


alone were more than forty-five times higher than they had been in 1941. Up to July 31, 


1944, the ministry suffered a total of 158,00, dead and 280,000 wounded as the result of 
air raids and front-line Casualties.[462] If conditions in East Prussia were in any way 
typical, it is probable that as more and more administrators were drafted into the army for 
active service, more extracurricular responsibilities (dictated by the party and its adjunct 
organizations, such as the harvest service and NSV clothes collections) were added to the 
already heavy burdens of the steadily diminishing number of civilian officials.[463] 
Inevitably, therefore, these German officials began to suffer from fatigue, sickness, and the 
ill effects of premature aging.[464] And as young potential recruits continued to seek 
professional opportunities in private industry or the Wehrmacht rather than in the civil 


service, the problems of government staffing were further compounded.[465] 


During the war years a major complaint of the officials was that although they were 
charged with the execution of more burdensome chores at the administrative centers of the 
Reich, their remuneration did not improve. Instead, it worsened in comparison with the 
prewar phase, despite a number of ordinances that nominally increased their salaries. 
Here, too, an irreversible trend set in, one that had started in peacetime and was at root 
caused by the Nazi regime’s contempt for servants of the state. The party’s attitude toward 
the question of pay for those under extreme duress is illuminated by a candid remark made 
by Joseph Goebbels in his diary. On January 25, 1942, he wrote: “Officials are now to 
work fifty-eight hours per week instead of forty-six. The Ministry of the Interior 
immediately proposed that twenty-five marks per month be paid them as so-called ‘soup 
money.’ I regard that as wrong. Officialdom should do its duty. If it is demanded of 
officials that they work a few’ hours more in wartime than under normal peace conditions, 
they ought to look upon that as a sort of service of honour.” [466] 


Goebbels’s reference to the Reich Interior Ministry was a timely allusion to the tug-of- 
war between party and state over matters concerning the civil administration, which had 
commenced before 1939 and looked as though it was going to be won by the party. 
Bormann, whose power increased after Hess’s flight to England in May 1941, knew that 
Hitler shared his own dislike of the bureaucracy, as much in wartime as during the years of 
peace. Yet although the NSDAP intensified its pressure on the officials in various ways 
and actually managed to draw them somewhat into the party’s jurisdictional realm by 
burdening them with party functions on the home front, Bormann could never entirely 
control them. On the one hand, Interior Minister Frick could not stop Bormann’s abuse of 
the officials, who as a service class suffered a further loss of prestige; but on the other 
hand, Frick was still able to shield his officials from the obligation of NSDAP membership 


as a precondition of employment or job tenure, one of Bormann’s most sought-after goals. 


By 1943, however, a new membership ban was in effect that barred all those but the 
youngest civil-service recruits with a Hitler Youth background from entering the party. It 
is likely that if Germany had won the war Bormann would have succeeded in altogether 
eradicating the time-honored German civil service in its traditional form and in replacing 
it solely with party stalwarts. In such an event, the fundamental contest between party and 


state in the Third Reich would have been decisively resolved in favor of the party. 


Two significant portents heralded such a development. First, Bormann’s virtual 
elimination, in the spring of 1943, of the NSDAP-directed professional organizations for 
civil servants in general and schoolteachers in particular (the NS-Hauptamt fiir Beamte 
and NS-Hauptamt für Erzieher, including their ancillary agencies) can only be interpreted 
as a measure aimed at drastically reducing any opportunity for professional self- 
realization. In this way Bormann neutralized the potential of these institutions to become 
an interest lobby, a potential they had always possessed despite their NSDAP affiliations. 
Second, Bormann had in hand and could have used to his advantage the casualty statistics 
for drafted state bureaucrats, which compared unfavorably with those for party 
functionaries on active military duty. Figures from East Prussia suggest that between 
September 1939 and December 1942 only 1.9 percent of all state officials in uniform had 
been lost at the fronts, while the corresponding percentage for the party functionaries in 


approximately the same time period was 5.5 percent.[467] 


Turning to the white-collar workers or lower employees (subgroup 6), their newcomer 
rate in the Nazi party increased after the beginning of the war, and they continued to be 
overrepresented there. Little is known about the socioeconomic position of shop clerks, 
sales personnel, and business employees during this period. The scarcity of documentation 
in comparison with other groups would suggest, however, that white-collar workers as an 
interest lobby had little either to fight for or to fight against; while they harbored few 
ambitions, they also had few complaints. Like the blue-collar workers they benefited from 
a situation in which marketable skills were in great demand and were, at least nominally, 
richly rewarded. By and large, it is fair to say that during the war the dividing line between 
blue-and white-collar workers continued to fade as both groups coordinated their value 
systems with a materialistic code of ethics that was dictated, to a certain extent, by the 
prerogatives of the regime. Though hard evidence is lacking, it can be said that the lower 
and intermediate employees, like the laborers, became more patriotic during the war and 
heartily supported Germany’s war effort. This attitude was natural for employees, who had 
no tradition of opposition to the state: resistance fighters from this occupational subgroup 


were relatively scarce as compared with those from the working class. Inasmuch as the 


Nazi regime guaranteed steady employment and decent, if not optimal, wage conditions, 
especially in wartime, lower and intermediate employees found an almost ideal 
employment situation. Assuming that a German shop clerk, for example, was able to rule 
out ideological and political qualms altogether — and the white-collar worker was more 
ready to do this than a representative of any other occupational subgroup — his life under 
National Socialism was better than it had ever been before. During the war the lower 
middle class was still the prototypical exponent of National Socialism, and the lower 
employee continued to represent the occupational stratum most likely to support the Nazi 
regime.[468] 


THE ELITE 


Of the three social layers, the elite was clearly the one element in German society that 
sharply turned its back on the National Socialist movement after the war started, even 
though in general it remained overrepresented in the party. Some of the reasons for this 
change sprang from prewar developments; others were a function of the escalating 


conflict. 


The university and upper-school students’ declining interest in the NSDAP after 1939 
was, in part, a consequence of the limited social and professional opportunities afforded 
them by the party in peacetime, coupled with the party functionaries’ continued disrespect 
for all things intellectual. As students were increasingly used, even abused, by party 
agencies in all sorts of auxiliary functions connected with the war effort, their contempt 
for the uncouth party hacks with whom they came into daily contact mounted, just as did 
the functionaries’ suspicions of them as “intellectuals.”[469] To a large extent, these 
feelings were socially motivated and derived from the ingrained prejudices of the old 
elites against their social inferiors, as well as from the long-established social and 
intellectual insecurity of the petits bourgeois vis-a-vis the conventional establishment. The 
judgment of the Munich-based “White Rose” student resistance group led by Hans and 
Sophie Scholl in the summer of 1942 that it was impossible to tackle the National Socialist 
movement on a spiritual plane because by its very nature it was “anti-spiritual” was as 
much a manifestation of the university students’ intellectual disdain as it was a comment 
on the failure of the Nazi party to reach the hearts of Germany’s young academic elite. 
470 


One of the problems confronting students in those restless years was a disintegrating 


sense of identity: they were torn between the demands of the war, especially military or 


labor service at the fronts, and the demands made on them in seminars and lecture halls. 
Apart from medical students, who were needed more than others and were granted special 
allowances and leaves of absence, the adherents of all academic disciplines expressed 
more and more doubt over their socioeconomic roles in a future Reich. As the conflict 
intensified and the Volksgemeinschaft assumed an increasingly martial character, civilian 
ideals gave way to military ones: the student began to envision himself more properly as a 
leader of men in the Wehrmacht than as an engineer, high-school teacher, or lawyer. Hence 
there was a continued shortage of upper-school graduates in most faculties, a shortage that 
could not be met by the increasing numbers of female students who came to take the place 
of their male cohorts serving at the fronts. As ideological regimentation escalated to meet 
the requirements of the totalitarian regime and as academic standards fell still further, the 
universities themselves approached another climax in what appeared to be a continuing 
crisis of higher education. Declining enrollments and smaller numbers of graduates 
testified to the basic insecurity of students and their discontent with the traditional temples 
of learning.[471] 


Yet if students could more readily picture themselves as members of the military 
leadership echelons, a view in harmony with the treasured tradition of front-line soldiering 
during World War I, they found it difficult to see themselves as future functionaries of the 
monopolist state party, despite the appeal it made to them.[472] It is significant that the 
male members of the “White Rose” student resistance cell directed their protests not so 
much against the rapacious campaigns of the Nazi Wehrmacht, in which they were still 
serving, as against the odious behavior of leading party bosses who were attempting to 
extend their jurisdiction over local university affairs. And although the Scholls and their 
friends died on the scaffolds early in 1943, the vast majority of students refrained from 
active resistance, except for the tumultuous protest demonstrations held on campus, such 
as one in Gottingen late in 1939. Instead, they adopted a wait-and-see attitude. A 
contemporary of those times has recalled the general feeling of the student body: “We who 
studied in those days were far from considering an altruistic self-sacrifice, or from 
establishing a signal for all to see ... We thought of survival without becoming implicated 
in the regime’s crimes ... We wanted to get through the dark tunnel without guilt because 


we knew that at the other end important tasks were waiting to be solved by us.”[473] 


Indeed, there is evidence to suggest that in the final years of the regime, students began 
to rally in an effort to revive the esprit de corps that had characterized them as a chosen if 
endangered species in the Weimar Republic. As many as 40 percent of all students may 
have been members of the Nazi party at the end of the Third Reich, the majority of them 


undoubtedly coerced to join from the Hitler Youth.[474] Without question a large 
percentage of those who clubbed together for a last-ditch stand against the invading 
Russians and Americans in the final months of the regime still fought as much for the 
preservation of the fatherland as for the future of their own group as academics. But in 
1944-45 the idealism that, however misdirected, still inspired the students’ perseverance in 
the People’s Militia (Volkssturm), at the military fronts, or even in university lecture halls, 
was more reminiscent of 1813 or 1848 than of the Hitler Youth or Labor Service roll-calls 
in 1935. It was the same spirit that in the late forties was to motivate a whole generation of 
World War II front-line veterans, many of them close to middle age, to resume studying 
again in a society that, though not yet fully cleansed, was slowly beginning to readopt the 
institutions of democracy.[475] 


After the beginning of the war two other subgroups of the elite class, entrepreneurs and 
managers, were among the staunchest supporters of the Nazi party, although their strength 
as joiners was on the wane during the last years of the conflict. Fundamentally, the 
profitable alliance between the Nazi rulers and industry continued as before the war, to the 
benefit of both parties. When the Four-Year Plan of 1936 petered out in confusion in early 
1940, Göring was removed from the economic power controls, and on March 20, 1940, 
the technocrat Dr. Fritz Todt, who was much more sympathetic to private enterprise, 
became Minister for Armaments and Munitions. His jurisdiction over economic planning 
then became paramount. Todt laid the groundwork for the system of “self-government for 
industry” (to quote Alan Milward) that came to typify the Speer era, for Speer assumed 
responsibility for the war effort and eventually, in February 1942, for the entire economy. 
Large and small businessmen were allowed complete freedom provided they produced the 
needed armaments at the fixed-price levels (operative in 1942) and according to the 
prescribed quotas. Since the change in emphasis from the production of consumer goods 
to armaments took place only gradually and consumer goods were always in demand 
(even though exports were restricted), the combined profits from both types of products 
remained very high.[476] It was not until 1944-45 that large industrialists and lesser 
businessmen alike realized that a Final Victory was not in store for them and that they 


would have to suffer, at least economically.[477] 


One of the trends continuing from the prewar phase was rationalization of industry, 
which in conjunction with concentration of production meant that again the worst 
organized and smallest entrepreneurs fared comparatively badly. Medium-sized 
enterprises had to face constant inspections to determine their armaments production 


capability, and if they did not pass they were shut down. Thus in Swabia and Bavaria in 


1942 pulp and paper processing plants that manufactured paper bags, as well as shoe 
factories, were marked for closure in order to free skilled workers for redeployment. In 
1943-44, textile plants in Styria suffered the same fate. Other factories were put out of 
commission because they lacked coal or depended exclusively on the manufacture of 
consumer goods. As a rule, the larger a business the better were its chances for high-profit 
production of essential goods and hence for economic survival. In the war years, 
intermediate plants more often than not were relegated to maintenance and repair work 


with no prospect of expansion and with lower financial returns.[478] 


Records show that after 1939 the profits of businesses that managed to withstand the 
weeding-out procedures increased many times over their prewar levels. In addition to 
stepping up both armaments production and the manufacture of consumer goods — many 
of which, like men’s watches, could be declared to be commodities for service at the fronts 
— the Nazi Reich, already largely autarchic, was able to enlarge its internal market 
network through the subjugation of foreign territory and civilian populations. Newly won 
territories could figure in the imperialistic planning of the business leaders, just as alien 
peoples could be looked upon as a mass of potential consumers of German-made 
manufactures. The acquisition of “living space” hence was as much a paying proposition 
for both the large and the successful medium businessmen as it was a political power lever 
for the government and party leaders.[479] 


One important factor in the increased profits of businesses that were well geared to the 
war effort was the improved cost efficiency that resulted from the influx of cheap foreign 
labor. Exploitation of human resources was even greater when concentration-camp 
inmates were used, for they were paid either nominal wages or no wages at all. The 
number of such conscripts in a plant depended upon its size and individual requirements, 
varying from a few hundred (BMW Abteroda) to between forty and fifty thousand. 
Altogether, at the high point of the German war effort, about half a million inmates were 
being used in this way. Even lesser manufacturers thought nothing of treating these 
unfortunate people like cattle. Early in 1945 an American psychologist, Saul K. Padover, 
then a member of the U.S. Army, was visiting the textile industrial sites in Rhenish 
Krefeld. When he raised the question of German mass murders in Poland with a young 
factory owner, the man expressed his disapproval: “‘Why did they do it? ... Why kill 
them? We needed all kinds of workers. We were asking for more workers all the time. 
They should have sent them to us, instead of killing them uselessly like that. Such a waste 
of manpower!”’[480] 


The escalation of the war created enormous opportunities for expansion, financial 
profits, and general material benefits, and as a result the pressure on businessmen lessened 
from the German Labor Front, as well as from other party or governmental sources.[481] 
Hence, business executives and independent entrepreneurs, well aware of their 
indispensability in wartime, hardly needed to bother to join the NSDAP. Yet they 
continued to do so, though at a lower rate after 1939-40 than before. For successful 
businessmen, a nominal party membership still provided the best protection against 
interference in their entrepreneurial activities,[482] and it spared them from further 
infringements on their liberties, such as the compulsory camp training that was instituted 
for state officials.[483] 


For another subgroup of the elite, the higher civil servants, the NSDAP new-membership 
pattern from 1939 to 1945 was very similar to that of the lower civil servants, a fact that 
suggests parallels between these two groups in both political motives and behavior. In the 
first place, the early successes of the war, coupled with the novel administrative tasks 
allocated to them in conquered enemy territory, seem to have lifted the morale of all the 
bureaucrats, at least temporarily. An increasing percentage of higher civil servants joined 
the party between 1938-39 and 1940-41. For those who were qualified and willing, there 
were many opportunities. But political barriers to professional advancement still had to be 
circumvented: for example, if a party review of a higher official’s ideological track record 


was negative, it could substantially delay his advancement.[484] 


Second, as the war progressed and the regime became harsher, higher civil servants as 
well as lower became more and more frustrated in their attempts to salvage the last 
remnants of conventional jurisprudence and administrative integrity. When the 
machinations of the regime’s functionaries pushed Germany closer and closer to a police 
State, the gap between representatives of the party and the old-style bureaucracy became 
unbridgeable. The term Höherer Beamter — higher civil servant — virtually became a 
dirty word within party circles, a development that Hitler did not oppose but rather 
encouraged. As early as the spring of 1941 Interior Minister Frick had all but given up his 
fight for the preservation of the civil-service corps, though he was not replaced by Police 
Chief Himmler until August 1943.[485] In this context, the subjugation of justice to the 
totalitarian goals of the regime was complete. As trained jurists were sent from the home 
courts to duty at the fronts, more and more cases of political justice had to be dealt with by 
fewer judges and by attorneys who were still civilians.[486] By April 1, 1944, roughly 5 
percent of all formerly active judges in the Reich, 8 percent of all state attorneys, and 13 


percent of junior juridical personnel with university degrees had died soldiers’ deaths. 


Three years prior to this, as many as 132 of the 281 justices’ posts in Berlin had been 
vacant. There is evidence, however, that in the last three years of the war the Nazi regime 
reduced its dependence on university-trained staff, in particular judicial experts, and 
increasingly sought to delegate their judicial responsibilities to police executives or 
members of the SS. Late in 1944 judges were actually removed from their posts and 
deployed to work at tasks completely unrelated to their training. For instance, in 
December of that year two Berlin justices were toiling away as lathe operators in an 


armaments factory, sorely missed by their former superiors in the Justice Ministry.[487] 


There are indications that after the Final Victory Hitler would have completely done 
away with the judicial system inherited from the Weimar Republic. It could not be made to 
function in accordance with the regime’s lawless requirements of summary prosecution 
and arbitrary persecution. The Fihrer’s denigration of judges in private as well as in 
official circles during the war knew no limits, but he also talked about a new type of 
National Socialist jurist to be trained not in the universities of the past but in special party 
institutions. This was in keeping with the gradual perversion of the law, which by the war 
years had made lip service to the concept of “law” utterly farcical.|483] As the prestige of 
judges declined, the attraction of the judge’s vocation and the readiness of academics to 


embark on a career in the judicial service also fell to a new low.[489] 


At the same time, things also worsened for the higher civil servants — the professors — 
in the universities. Because Hitler’s hatred of academic teachers was almost as great as his 
hatred of judges, learned exponents of the humanities and even of the natural sciences did 
not fare well in official circles. Yet although scholarly standards in general continued to 
fall, islands of prodigious scholarship did remain, quite beyond the reach of the party. 
Ironically, as in the case of many wartime entrepreneurs, conscientious scholars often 
found that an “ivory-tower” existence and immunity from party interference could only be 
ensured through full membership in the NSDAP. But there were plenty of lesser 
academics who joined the party out of conviction and for fast professional advancement. 
As a matter of fact, the professional stratum of the upper middle class, whose social 
prestige had suffered as much as that of the other academic subgroups, included some of 
the most ambitious and self-interested careerists. Toward the end of the war they 
compared especially unfavorably with the much more idealistically minded students. A 
Konigsberg student leader, reporting on attempts to organize the defense of his university 
town against imminent Russian invasion, praised the students’ sense of solidarity but 
complained about the reluctance of the academic teachers to help in that effort: whereas 


the students, some of them war cripples, did their utmost, “the professors to a large part 


had nothing better to do than flee the province, accompanied by their women and 
children.” [490] 


Finally, academic professionals and other intellectuals were one of the most disappointed 
subgroups of the elite class to be found in the Reich after the outbreak of World War II. 
Their initial fervor for the NSDAP, which had reached a high point in 1935, cooled 


considerably after 1938 and remained low until the end of the war. 


The reasons for this increasingly negative attitude toward the National Socialist regime 
were various, but in general they were the same as those that prompted the entire upper 
class to turn its back on the Hitler movement during World War II. In this sense the 
academic professionals appear to have been prototypical of the elite as a whole. Basically, 
the intellectuals, themselves held in disrepute by Hitler, Bormann, and even Dr. Goebbels, 
came to look down on and reject the regime’s functionaries because of their lack of 
intelligence, esthetics, morality, religion, and social conscience. The academics’ own 
intelligence and sense of morality enabled them to perceive that the gradual development 
of Hitler’s autocratic rule — which they had first welcomed as a necessary remedy for 
social and economic ills — into a full-fledged regime of terror was undesirable and even 
wrong. An early indication of this downward path had been the Röhm Purge of 1934, 
which had startled many who were accustomed to forming independent opinions on social 
and political affairs. The coming of war was not generally welcomed by intellectuals since 
it entailed a state of belligerence with England, which many educated Germans, a few of 
them Rhodes Scholars, customarily admired. And even though Germany’s swift victories 
over Poland and France did not greatly concern the academics (both countries ranked 
somewhat low on their lists), they did condemn the oppression and the frequent acts of 
brutality that followed. Hitler’s attack on Russia appeared to many thoughtful intellectuals 
as an act of pure folly, and the tragedy of Stalingrad in February 1943 strengthened the 
view that Germany could never win the war. As the police state tightened its grip and as 
news about crimes of unheard-of proportions leaked out, the intellectuals became more 
and more despondent. The “mercy killing” of the disabled and the persecution of Jews, 
compounded by the sufferings inflicted upon churchmen of both faiths, caused such 


indignation that no one dared to write or speak about it. 


For conscientious journalists who resented the restrictions placed by the state on 
freedom of speech and press, the situation could hardly be tolerated. On both esthetic and 
social grounds they despised the NSDAP functionaries and even Hitler himself as upstarts 


or parasites. With the press stifled, modern art smeared, twelve-tone music derided, 


Christianity assailed, and objective science and scholarship trodden underfoot, the value 
system of the former upper-bourgeois elite, in particular as it was subscribed to by the 
university-educated professionals, appeared to be in the greatest peril. After Stalingrad, 
the flirtation of most intellectuals with Nazism was over. Significantly, in August 1943, 
the same month in which Frick was replaced by Himmler as Interior Minister, Germany’s 
most prestigious daily newspaper for the intelligentsia, the Frankfurter Zeitung, was 
dissolved. It was only after another year that some of the intellectuals got together in an 
attempt to topple the regime, an effort that came much too late and was destined to fail. 
491 


Two parts of this professional elite, the lawyers and physicians, deserve closer 
examination. Lawyers in private practice were having an increasingly difficult time. Most 
of them, like the higher bureaucrats (including the judges), were caught in a dilemma: they 
were Officially despised and yet officially needed. In fact, Hitler’s, Goebbels’s, Himmler’s, 
and Bormann’s hatred of lawyers during the war was only slightly less volatile than their 
hatred of public officials, and it stemmed from the same root: a fundamental disregard for 
normative constitutional and judicial thinking.[492] Although the beginning of the Third 
Reich had brought the lawyers professional and material benefits, Germany’s entrance into 
the war meant, first, their conscription into the Wehrmacht and the loss of their normally 
high incomes without adequate compensation, and second, a greater general commitment 
to the war effort. Hence, by April 1, 1944, over 2 percent of all attorneys in the Reich had 
died at the war fronts (even though their casualty rate was only half that of the judges), 
and throughout the war, lawyers of civilian status were called upon to help with 
harvesting, snow removal, and canvassing for “donations.”]493] These activities were 
usually supervised by the Nazi Jurists’ League, the officious professional union that 
continued to be in charge of “ideological education” as well as “the awakening of an 
understanding of National Socialist legal thought.”[494] During these years, when martial 
law and party jurisdiction were more important than the traditional civil and criminal 
codes, and when interest in the nation’s law schools was receding, the future of the 
profession appeared bleak, especially in light of the regime’s eventual resolve to run the 
ship of state without the aid of the old bureaucracy. Nevertheless, the lawyers were still 
formally required to be present in the courts of law; there, notably as counsels for already 
doomed political offenders, they played puppet and therefore futile roles that proved 
demoralizing to many of them.[495] On top of all this, the lawyers could no longer count 
on receiving their usual high incomes. Although some continued to charge and collect 


large fees, many complained that their earnings were declining — doubtless the result of 


disruptions caused by military service and the general difficulties of the times.[496] 


And finally, there were the medical doctors. It can be demonstrated that their new- 
member representation in the NSDAP, which stood at 1 percent in 1937, fell sharply to 
about half that by 1939 and slightly decreased thereafter. This indicates that despite a 
continued overrepresentation in the party, the doctors’ enthusiasm for the regime declined 


when the war broke out and continued to lessen as it progressed. 


Although physicians were sorely needed at home — all the more so since the removal of 
their Jewish colleagues had unduly depleted their ranks — they were conscripted more 
heavily for active front-line duty than all the other professional groups. Generally, the 
younger a physician was, the higher was the likelihood of his being called to the colors, 
although provisions were made to ensure that medical students would have a chance to 
complete their medical course on furlough or special leaves of absence. In all, anywhere 
from 40 to 60 percent of the Reich’s male doctors were at the fronts from 1939 to 1942, 
and after Stalingrad in early 1943 the percentage increased. After 1940, moreover, it 
became more and more difficult for a doctor in uniform to leave the front, even to give 


emergency assistance to the civilian population at home.[497] 


The massive deployment of formerly civilian physicians for war purposes led to a 
change in the social role as well as in the self-image of doctors in Germany. One of the 
first visible manifestations of this metamorphosis was negative: a chronic understaffing of 
the civilian sector with competent doctors, an enormously increased medical workload for 
those at home, a predominance of older physicians (who worked less efficiently), and, 
stemming from all this, a decline in medical standards. Over the war years, German 
civilians increasingly complained that doctors worked sloppily and without care, that they 
followed a system of preference for patients of long standing, and that they overindulged 
in alcohol or hard drugs to help them through the day. Some physicians were said to be 
ailing and incapacitated as a result of either old age or front-line injuries and hence not to 
be fit to carry out their duties. Others were reported to have taken sexual advantage of 
their female patients. Preposterous situations were not uncommon: in 1940 there was only 
one ophthalmologist in an Upper Bavarian area inhabited by 150,000 people; in 1944 the 
kindergartens in Westphalia lacked medical care almost entirely, and among the miners in 
the Ruhr wrong diagnoses often were made by overtired doctors. Throughout the country 
the number of miscarriages was increasing, particularly among the hard-working peasant 
women.[498] 


No doubt military staff physicians were shattered by the conditions they saw when they 


went home on furlough. More important, the medical profession’s entrenched conception 
of itself as an oligarchic, male-dominated clique with monopolistic powers over life and 
death was destroyed when growing numbers of female doctors were allowed, even 
coaxed, to practice medicine and fill in for the missing male doctors. For although at the 
beginning of the regime Nazi ideology had censured female physicians (a practice in line 
with the misogynist sentiments of male medical students during the Weimar Republic), 
this policy was modified in the mid-thirties and was eventually totally reversed at the 
outbreak of war in 1939. At the height of the conflict, not only were there Hitler Youth, 
Red Cross, NSV, and other party-related female doctors in the service, but by September 
1944 women doctors with children were also being called upon to resume their 
professional duties.[499] 


Gradually, the priorities of war and the requirements of a regimented society imposed 
restrictions on the physician’s freedom, limited his traditional prerogatives (a combination 
of large income and high prestige), exposed him to extreme physical and mental suffering 
while in combat, and eventually began to redefine the Hippocratic norms to conform to the 
regime’s ultimate goals. When not enduring the hardships of the front, as he did most of 
the time, the average German doctor, already controlled by such state agencies as the 
Reichsarztekammer (Reich Physicians’ Chamber), was drafted into additional service for 
the party or for one of its adjunct organizations such as the NSV. His professional mobility 
was hampered by an increasing shortage of drugs and materials like insulin, as well as by 
special curfews prohibiting practice, as, for instance, during air raids in major cities (in 
January 1945). In 1942 legislation by decree took away age-old privileges never before 
inveighed against by the state: in May of that year every doctor was forbidden to change 
his profession without prior consent from the authorities, and in December Hitler 
interfered in the private relationship between doctor and patient by rescinding the doctor’s 
commitment to secrecy regarding his patient’s health. The Nazi movement, it appeared, 
was in the process of destroying privileges that German doctors had enjoyed for centuries 
and that in quieter times the Nazi regime itself had purported to back. In November 1943 
one observer of the medical profession, after a meeting with the famous surgeon 
Ferdinand Sauerbruch, remarked, not without justification: “Actually the big doctors and 
surgeons, like Sauerbruch, are the only people who enjoy a certain amount of freedom. No 
one can afford to mistreat them.”[500] 


Through two important processes the old image of the German physician had been 
changed and reshaped by the end of the war. First, although university students continued 


to turn to medicine as one of the more popular disciplines, they also tended right from the 


beginning of the war to extend their studies for as long a time as possible in order to avoid 
the exorbitant demands of a civilian job or, worse still, the rigors of the front. This attitude 
on the part of some, if not all, of the young medical students detracted from the quality of 
the profession as a calling.[501] Second, would-be trainees who were interested in a 
medical vocation were given a wider choice of opportunities than ever before, provided 
they committed themselves to becoming career physicians in paramilitary formations such 
as the SS, where the crassest personal ambitions could be more easily realized than 
anywhere else, or in the armed forces, which could offer special privileges and fast 
promotions. As a result, potential recruits took an interest in medicine for careerist reasons 
alone. In the absence of immediate material rewards that would guarantee a high civilian 
standard of living, egotistical considerations supplanted the desire to help people in 
distress. Medicine had become a technical instrument toward the attainment of personal 


influence and, in some cases, political power.[502] 


The combination of these phenomena led to a perversion of the Hippocratic ideal of 
saving human lives — led to a state of l’art pour l’art where medical experimentation 
might be carried out for the sake of scientific inquiry without due regard for humanity. At 
the height of the war the doctors who subscribed to this view (still a comparatively small 
group) were to be found in the army, the Luftwaffe, and especially the SS. Beyond this 
perversion an extreme form of medical practice developed that totally inverted the 
doctor’s original aim to save life. Motivated perhaps by sadism or the determination to 
destroy, or perhaps merely by career-mindedness and the clamor for personal power over 
life and death, German physicians acted as henchmen to the racist-eugenic ends of the 
dictatorship, killing and torturing in euthanasia centers, prisons, and concentration camps. 
In the words of a Polish psychologist who watched them at close range in Auschwitz, they 
“infringed the basic rules of medical and human ethics”; for them “the sick prisoner was a 
defective specimen of the labor force or experimental material.” In this fashion, the once 
untarnished reputation of German medicine was debased and finally destroyed. A new and 
idealistic generation of physicians would be needed to rebuild a profession that by 1945 
had sunk into total disrepute.[503] 


The image of decline presented in early 1945 by the doctors, a group that had suffered 
from progressive stages of deprofessionalization, symbolizes the decline experienced by 
the whole National Socialist German Workers’ Party. The disastrous outcome of the war, 
of course, determined the fate of Adolf Hitler and of the Third Reich, as well as of the 
party. Before committing suicide on April 30, 1945, the Führer declared Martin Bormann 
to be the de jure head of the NSDAP. This former aide to Rudolf Hess, who had never 


been allowed to succeed Hess officially, was at last given the satisfaction of witnessing the 
expulsion of his most hated rival, SS Chief Heinrich Himmler, from the Nazi movement 
and of seeing Himmler replaced by Karl Hanke, a Nazi Gauleiter and Bormann’s nominal 
subordinate within the party hierarchy. But the triumph was short-lived. Bormann died 
during his attempt to escape from Berlin, and the Allied victors placed the party at the top 
of their list of six Nazi organizations that should be indicted and tried at Nuremberg for 
crimes against humanity. 


6 — SOCIAL PROFILE OF THE RANK AND FILE 


1919-1945 


In chapters 1-5 the social profile of the Nazi Party has been analyzed primarily in terms 
of the two variables of class (as indicated by occupational subgroup) and region. But the 
sociography of the NSDAP between 1919 and 1945 would not be complete without a 
discussion of two additional variables: age and sex. Several questions arise in relation to 
these two variables. First, age: Was the NSDAP really a relatively youthful party during its 
Time of Struggle? What happened to its age structure during the Third Reich? Second, the 
role of women in the NSDAP: Although this subject has not been seriously explored, 
certain planks in the early Nazi Program suggested that the misogynist party would look 
down on women in its ranks; but did the attitude toward women in the general 
membership change when — especially after 1939 — a majority of the men were drafted? 
And third, both age and sex: Did these two variables interact at certain times, and if so, 
how did this affect the party structure? 


After these questions have been considered, the social features of the party’s rank and 
file between 1919 and 1945 will be summarized by integrating the key information on all 


four variables — class, region, age, and sex. 


THE AGE FACTOR 


From its inception in 1919 the DAP/NSDAP purposely directed much of its propaganda 
toward the youth sector of German society. During the Time of Struggle (1919-1932) the 
NSDAP was a blatantly youthful party, as both contemporaries and post-1945 critics of the 
Nazi movement have observed.[504] It is now possible, through the use of fresh empirical 


data, to reconstruct the average age patterns of National Socialists fairly accurately. 


The age of party members has been examined in a variety of ways. For regionally or 
nationally defined groups of established Nazi members or party newcomers in any given 
year or time period, average (mean) ages were computed if the year of birth for each of 
these members was known. In addition, age groups or cohorts could be identified for 


either members or joiners, in order to facilitate as direct comparisons as possible with 


similarly defined age cohorts in the Reich population. Although age values pertaining to 
joiners and those pertaining to established members are not statistically compatible, 
joiners’ figures may, if viewed consistently over time, allow inferences as to the average 
age of all established Nazis in any given year.[505] 


The men who founded the DAP in 1919 were in their early thirties: the average age of 
Nazi party comrades was about 33. In 1920 the average age of the total membership 
increased slightly to nearly 34, but afterward it began to fall. By August 1921 the gradual 
influx of very young joiners (men in their early twenties) had reduced the average age of 
all party members to about 32.[506] This trend continued until just before the Putsch of 
November 1923, when the mean age of party newcomers had fallen to just over 27. At that 
time, about 47 percent of all joiners were 23 or under.[507] After Hitler’s reestablishment 
of the party in February 1925, he insisted that new comrades be at least 18 years old, and 
as a result the mean age of new party members for the Reich rose in that year, hovering 
around 29. By contrast, for the highly industrialized areas of the Ruhr, where many skilled 
laborers were attracted by the party’s intermittent “leftist” propaganda, the average age of 
new members was considerably lower: 23 in Mülheim/ Ruhr and 22 in Langerfeld. In 
Essen in early 1926 the average age for the party chapter, then 411 members strong, was 
25.1508] Conversely, members tended to be older in those regions that were less 
industrialized but had a solid commercial core that traded with a productive rural 


hinterland. Thus in Brunswick the average age of joiners in 1925-26 was just under 33. 


Just as the membership of the Nazi party has been compared in previous chapters with 
the Reich population in terms of social class and occupation, so its age structure can be 
compared with that of the Reich population. In order to do this for the Time of Struggle, 
the age distribution of the German population, based on five age groups (18-29, 30-39, 40- 
49, 50-59, and 60 and over), has been considered the norm, and the percentage share of 
each of these age groups among newcomers to the party has been plotted in figure 7 for 
the years 1925 to 1932 as greater ( + ) or smaller (-) than that of the corresponding age 
group in the Reich population. Judging by new party joiners in any given year, the 
percentage share of the youngest group (18-29) is always much greater in the NSDAP than 
in the German population, while for the older groups the percentage share is generally 
less. Consequently, throughout the 1925-1932 period the party was much more youthful 
than the Reich population. The tendency toward youth increased appreciably between 
1925 and 1927, but after 1927 the membership age began to move somewhat away from 
youth toward maturity, as seen by the generally declining percentage for the youngest 


group and the generally increasing percentages for most of the other age groups. In 1930, 


for the first time, the percentage of joiners in the second age group (30-39) exceeded the 


percentage of the same age group in the Reich population. 


This national trend is duplicated by the data relating to the average age of party members 
(or joiners) in specific regions during the same time period (1925-1932). For example, 
between 1925 and 1928 the average age of joiners in Thuringia was 30, and in Greater 
Bochum (as well as in the entire Reich) it was 29.[509] Then between 1930 and 1932 a 
noticeable increase in average age occurred, probably because the party was appealing to 
the upper layers of society, whose members were generally older. The average age of party 
joiners jumped from somewhat over 30 in 1930 to almost 32 in 1932.[510] By May 1932 
the mean age of the total NSDAP membership in the small North German town of Eutin 
was Close to 35. On a national basis, over the entire 1925-1932 period the average age of 


joiners was just over 31.[511] 


One explanation for the preponderance of youthful members in the NSDAP between 
1925 and 1932 is demographic. There were more men and women between 18 and 29 in 
the German population during this period than in the period immediately before or 
immediately after. The oldest Nazi party recruits in the 18-29 age cohort would have been 
born in 1896, and the youngest in 1914. As Carl Mierendorff remarked in 1930, the 
NSDAP had its greatest attraction for members of the generation born between 1905 and 
1912 — roughly the same age cohort.[512] According to demographic studies, the 1900- 
1914 generation in Germany was unusually large in the 1920s and early 1930s, partly 
because it had not been decimated by World War I and partly because its ranks were 
swelled by an influx of youthful German remigrants after the treaties of Versailles and St. 
Germain (1919). Hence, whereas in 1910 the 20-30 age cohort had accounted for 16.4 
percent of the total population, by 1925 it accounted for 18.3 percent.[513] 


The demographic factor, however, does not explain why the most youthful cohort (18- 
29) was consistently overrepresented in the party (figure 7). Contemporary and modern 
theories that have linked this phenomenon with the German youth movement of the 1920s 
are not convincing, since the Nazi party differed decisively from the predominantly 
bourgeois youth groups. For one thing, the youth groups were much younger: their upper 
age limit was in general only slightly above the Nazis’ lower age limit of 18. And the two 
most important characteristics of the youth movement — introspection and the aim of 
sociocultural regeneration — were conspicuously absent from the Nazi movement. 
Instead, the Nazis valued politically motivated activism and a sense of realism and 


materialism, which were manifested in their special conceptions of education and training, 


occupational careers, and social progress.[514] 


An old but still valid interpretation of the youth phenomenon in Nazism holds that the 
NSDAP, an overtly radical party, was able to absorb many of those youthful elements in 
German society that were thirsting for action and were disappointed by the complacency 
of the staid established parties. Among these the SPD was the most complacent. By the 
late 1920s it had reached a high level of physical and mental stagnation that — in 
combination with the high average ages of members and functionaries — was identified 
by many critics such as Robert Michels as the cause of its “embourgeoisement,” a process 
that had begun before 1914.[515] As the SPD’s age structure showed a marked bias 
toward middle and old age and a corresponding lack of youth, it compared especially 
unfavorably with that of the NSDAP.[516] A regional sample (membership statistics from 
the Saxon district of Oschatz-Grimma for the spring of 1931) indicates that the 18-30 age 
cohort was approximately three times as strong in the local Nazi chapter as in the local 
SPD chapter; for the age group 50 and over, however, the Nazi cohort was only one-third 


as strong as the corresponding group in the Social Democratic Party.[517] 


In the late years of the Weimer Republic, after issues had become polarized, the radical 
KPD was the only political party that was in any way comparable in age structure to the 
NSDAP. Although members aged 50 and over seem to have been rare in both parties, the 
30-49 age cohort was more heavily represented in the KPD than in the NSDAP, with the 
18-29 cohort much less prominent. Doubtless this was because of the KPD’s ideological 
tradition, harking back to the nineteenth century, to which the more mature Communist 
comrades could readily relate; the “revolutionary” Nazi leadership’s advocacy of a 
complete rupture with Germany’s bourgeois and monarchic past,[518] on the other hand, 
made its most lasting impact on a youth cohort bent on making radical changes through a 
chimerical “Third Reich.”[519] 


As for the overall pattern (all age groups) of the Nazi party membership during the 
period from 1919 to 1933, an outstanding question still remains to be answered: Why did 
the average age of Nazi recruits vary so much throughout the Time of Struggle? Why did 
it steadily decrease from 1925 until it reached a low point in 1927, and then increase 
sharply until 1929; and why, after that, did it increase less sharply till 1931, but then again 
more sharply till the end of 1932? The obvious answer to the last part of this multiple 
question is that the number of mature upper-middle-class newcomers increased toward the 
end of the Republic. What remains puzzling, however, is the relative prominence of the 


youngest Nazi party joiner cohort up to 1927 and its decline thereafter (figure 7). 


One could assume, as Peter Loewenberg has done, that the 18-29 age cohort, too young 
to participate in World War I but by no means untouched by the traumatic side effects of 
the conflict, swelled the ranks of the Nazi party after its reestablishment early in 1925. 
[520] But then why did this development reach a climax toward the end of 1927? 
Obviously, these youthful party recruits were younger than the World War I veterans who 
are often said to have predominated in the membership at that time, most of whom would 
have been in their thirties.[521] University students, it is true, would generally have been 
in the right age cohort, but there were not enough of them to cause the expansion of this 
cohort that is indicated by figure 7. Besides, the university students did not start to join the 
party in significant numbers until 1928. Nor is much light shed on the question by the 
various unsubstantiated and superficial economic explanations that have been put forward. 
For instance, a recent suggestion that youth flocked to the party because “younger 
Germans did not share proportionately in the economic prosperity of 1927 [and] it is 
probable that the high unemployment rates contained a disproportionately large percentage 
of young people” overlooks the fact that the 1925-1927 time span was not a period of high 
unemployment, and, further, that for the years when unemployment was severe — that is, 
after 1927 — the pattern plotted in figure 7 implies just the opposite effect — that youth 
did not join the party with such frequency.[522] 


The likelihood of a close relationship between economic factors (the depression) and 
radical-right party membership during the last half of the Weimar Republic appears to be 
strengthened by the fact that among the Nazi joiners the youngest age cohort (18-29, 
figure 7) contained a significant number of unskilled laborers. (In the Berlin Document 
Center sample, these laborers were one of the youngest occupational subgroups that joined 
the party between 1925 and 1933).[523] But although it is generally true that during the 
depression the youngest were the hardest hit and that the young unskilled laborers were 
the hardest hit of all,[524] it is also true that the curve of the youngest cohort in figure 7 
declined from 1927 to 1932. Evidently young industrial laborers showed comparatively 
little interest in the Nazi party at that time of great economic stress. Hence the depression 


as the exclusive explanatory factor in the rise of Nazism after 1928 is put in doubt.[525] 


Still another fact, one having to do with the white-collar workers (clerks), seems to 
contradict the theory of the economic motivation of Nazi recruits. If the familiar statement 
is accepted that among the clerks who were threatened by economic displacement between 
1925 and 1933, the older (those over 35) were worse off than the younger because they 
were more likely to be fired — a formula that is the reverse of the one applied to industrial 


laborers — a relatively high average age might be expected for those clerks who chose to 


join the NSDAP in that period.[526] But in actuality the mean age of the white-collar 
recruits in the sample was just under 29 — very low indeed, and only slightly higher than 
that of the industrialized unskilled laborers.[527] It appears, therefore, that the depression 
was not a strong enough force to prompt the older clerks to exchange their political 
loyalties to the DNVP (through their professional association, the DHV) for a pact with 
Nazism, at least in terms of membership. As Hans Speier has shown, it was the young 
rank-and-file adherents of the DHV who eventually became notorious for their criticism of 
the association’s leaders and who by 1930 began to switch to the NSDAP. In that year, the 
Nazi leadership itself estimated that three-quarters of all young DHV members were 
Nazis, so that in 1931, in the words of Gordon A. Craig, “the DHV had become an adjunct 
of the NSDAP.”[528] 


This empirical examination of the age pattern of party joiners before 1933 has done little 
more than validate the known fact that the Nazi rank and file were younger than the 
members of all the other political parties except the KPD. A breakdown of the sample into 
different age cohorts displays variations in strength over time — variations that in 
themselves are interesting but without further analysis cannot be significantly linked to 


any known socioeconomic circumstances. 


During the Third Reich (1933-1945) the NSDAP gradually transformed itself from an 
evolutionary (if not a revolutionary) movement into a monopolistic state party. This 
process of quasi-institutionalization resembles the development of modern religious sects, 
or of modern bourgeois political parties, which, once established, begin to lose their 
original vigor and youthfulness and become conservative, complacent, and lethargic as the 
membership core grows older. In the case of National Socialism, despite several attempts 
by the Nazi leadership to regenerate the party through infusions of new blood, the average 
age of members increased from the low thirties in 1932-33 to the middle and late forties in 
1942-43. Statistically, this means that for the entire life of the Third Reich the party’s 
average age remained almost static relative to the age of the regime. Judged by its age 
factor, the party stagnated: it was as if the old, tired cohorts were unwilling to make room 


for young and eager joiners. 


Actually, of course, some exchange of old for young was taking place. What was 
lacking, however, was a consistent influx of young members, matched by a corresponding 
withdrawal of old members. Moreover, after 1939 the war absorbed not only a greater 
number of young people who were potential party comrade fledglings but also 


comparatively more of the young men who had already joined the NSDAP. The final 


consequence of these phenomena in 1944-45 was an acute leadership crisis, one that 


appeared impossible to solve.[529] 


A careful interpretation of the figures contained in the official Partei-Statistik for 1934, 
early in the Third Reich, suggests that the party was still youthful. Among the total party 
membership the 18-30 age group was overrepresented by 6.5 percent, the 31-40 group by 
5.9 percent, and the 41-50 group by 2.5 percent; the 51-60 cohort, however, was 
underrepresented by 3.3 percent and the 61-and-over group by 11.6 percent.[530] But a 
regional sample of established party comrades from Tyrlaching and Tittmoning in Upper 
Bavaria, dated July 1, 1935, shows the relatively high average age of about 41.[531] 
During the same period the mean ages of two other closed political groups whose common 
denominator was Communism were considerably lower. One group, 283 concentration 
camp inmates near Eutin, had an average age of between 34 and 35 in 1933, and 331 
resistance fighters (who were destined to suffer violent deaths during the Third Reich) had 
an average age of just under 35 in 1935 — clear indications that at the beginning of 


Hitler’s regime the (illegal) KPD was continuing to attract youthful activists. 


By 1940 the NSDAP had matured noticeably. The average age of 1,118 established party 
members in and around Frankfurt was just over 47. It is interesting, however, that two 
years later the average age of 635 Nazis in the Reich who had served the party beyond the 
call of duty was still 47, even though by that time the Reich average for the party was 
closer to 49. Probably the reason was that this group’s party activities included such 
chores as cleaning up bombed areas after enemy raids, which required strenuous physical 
effort. 


When the party membership rolls were opened to every adult in Germany, as was the 
case in 1933, 1937, 1939-1942, and to a more limited extent in 1935-36, the NSDAP 
acquired an overrepresentation of new members between the ages of 30 and 59 (figure 8), 
which would account for the trend toward middle age. In all those years the newcomer 
cohorts aged 30-39 and 40-49 were distinctly overrepresented. The first year of open 
candidature (1933) was exceptional in that the flow of the youngest group (18-29) into the 
NSDAP was well above the Reich average for that group, even though it was decisively 
below the 1932 level (figure 8). Not surprisingly, it was during the periods of general 
closure of membership rolls — in 1934, 1938, and after February 1942 — that the 
youngest group of joiners was heavily overrepresented in the party. Then older applicants 
were barred from entrance and the younger candidates were encouraged, if not forced, to 


join. 


The party’s pressure on the youngest cohort mounted considerably after 1941.[532] In 
the Hitler Youth, membership for boys and girls up to and including the age of 18 had 
virtually become compulsory after March 1939. Henceforth, there was more pressure on 
HJ graduates — those who had reached the age of 18 or 19 — to join the NSDAP, 
although outright force was now as sparingly applied as before March 1939.[533] But as 
early as 1934-35 party leaders had realized that younger NSDAP recruits would have to be 
sought out, and in 1937 Hess had expressly stated that during the new membership drive 


“younger comrades” would have to be actively wooed.[534] 


By then it was clear that the state party should be a leadership cadre staffed exclusively 
by seasoned Hitler Youth veterans. The party was not to exceed 10 percent of the Reich 
population, a figure in line with the elite concept that had first been mentioned by party 
strategists in 1935.[535] The leaders of the regime became increasingly aware, however, 
that even this comparatively low percentage could not be reached on a voluntary basis 
and, further, that the very young (after 1938 mainly Hitler Youth leavers) were not joining 
the NSDAP with great enthusiasm. Resolute measures were adopted to correct these 
conditions. In the fall of 1941 when the general membership rolls were still open, party 
headquarters directed the Hitler Youth to increase its quota of HJ boys earmarked for party 
membership from 20 to 30 percent, in addition to the 5 percent quota for HJ girls. On 
February 2, 1942, when the rolls were closed finally for most Germans, the party began to 
depend principally on volunteers from the Hitler Youth, and in the spring of 1943 the HJ’s 
quota of girls was stepped up to 7 percent. Moreover, the joining date for all HJ party 
recruits was changed from late September to April 20, the Führer’s birthday. In 1944 the 
induction date was pushed up even further to February 27, and in addition Hitler ordered 
that members of the Hitler Youth who had reached the age of 17 should also be included 
on the new party rosters. Hitler planned that after the war only HJ members, soldiers of 
exceptional distinction, and selected members of NSDAP ancillary organizations up to the 
age of 36 should be permitted to join his “elitist” party. The NSDAP was not only to be 
youthful, it was also to be ideologically safe. Still, there is no hard and fast evidence, even 
for the final phase of party rule, that any HJ member was either compelled to join the 
party or conscripted automatically, although there can be no doubt that for promising 


Hitler Youth members the pressures were severe.[536] 


The preferential treatment received by 18-year-old and sometimes 17-year-old recruits 
during certain years is evident in the overrepresentation of the youngest cohort in those 
years (1934,1938, 1942-1944 — see figure 8). Yet despite such manipulation of the age 


structure of the party, it was not as a whole getting any younger, nor could it achieve its 


goal of a fixed, low average level. One crucial obstacle to this attainment was the 
disproportionate loss of younger lives in the war. A confidential Nazi report prepared in 
the spring of 1943 suggests that out of approximately six and a half million male party 
members sent to the military fronts, those under 38 years of age were the ones sent to the 
front lines. Not surprisingly, they also sustained the highest number of casualties.[537] 
These facts imply that, from 1939 to early 1943, the younger the party conscripts were, the 
greater were their chances of being killed or captured at the fronts; and, as a corollary, the 
greater the number of young party members the regime sent out to fight, the greater was 
the likelihood of the party’s early senescence and consequently of the premature 


weakening of its social fabric. 


This situation posed a special threat to the party’s leadership capability. The 18-30 age 
cohort, which in 1934-35 was still overrepresented in the NSDAP at large, seemed only a 
few years later to be taking little interest in leadership challenges.[538] For example, in 
1938 the youngest cohort was seriously underrepresented in classes at the party’s five 
leadership centers (Gauschulungsburgen) at Dessau, Schwerin, Seeburg, Diisseldorf, and 
Zenkau.[539] And during the war this group’s interest in leadership fell even further as 
more and more of its members died at the front. By September 1943 Party Treasurer 
Schwarz admitted that it might become necessary to use the functionaries of the BDM 
(Bund Deutscher Madel — League of German Girls) in positions of responsibility.[540] In 
this manner the traditional male — supremacist position of the NSDAP leadership cadre 
was seriously threatened by structural problems, problems that were as much a 
consequence of the war as of the party’s unpopularity with the German people at the nadir 
of the Third Reich. 


WOMEN IN THE NAZI PARTY 


In the 1930s the young Social Democratic firebrand Carl Mierendorff remarked that 
women played “no significant role” in the Nazi party.[541] Usually the conspicuous 
absence of women from the NSDAP has been traced to a combination of misogyny on the 
part of the NSDAP leadership and a corresponding, seemingly natural, desire by women to 
abstain from participation in Nazi politics. The män-nerbündische, male-supremicist 
attitude among the Nazis, which always bordered on the homoerotic, originated to no 
small degree in Adolf Hitler himself, but it was also evidenced by Alfred Rosenberg, 
Hermann Esser, and other early party paladins. This sexist, militaristic sentiment was 


epitomized in Hitler’s statements, made in Mein Kampf, that women were essentially 


breeding material for future warriors, and that their place was to be in the home, by the 
hearth and with the children, strictly subordinate to the male head of the household.[542] 
As early as January 1921 women were excluded from party leadership positions; and as 
late as August 1927, during a party rally in Nuremberg, although women and girls were 
allowed to join the SA parade in Nazi attire, they were prohibited from passing by the 
grandstand to salute their Führer.[543] In the subsequent history of the party, issues of 
political import remained a male preserve, at least according to the laws laid down by the 
party hierarchy. During the party rally of 1938 Deputy Führer Hess exhorted his followers: 
“In conversation with your wives, speak only of those matters which have been expressly 
marked for public distribution.” Six months later, local Nazi leaders in East Prussia were 
reminded that “one does not chatter with women about politics; women must take care of 
their looks, politics is our business.”[544] 


Although after 1919 women constituted slightly more than half of the total German 
population, they were always vastly under-represented in the Nazi party. Not until the very 
last years of the Third Reich did that situation begin to change. The empirical data do not 
permit a precise judgment with regard to the percentage of women in the NSDAP 
throughout the Reich in any given year, but it is possible to give approximate indications, 
based on local and regional figures. In the party’s founding period from 1919 to 1923 the 
women party comrade share appears to have been close to 10 percent initially, but later it 
fell off to about half that value. Various national samples exhibit values of nearly 9 percent 
for women joiners in 1919, 12 percent in 1920, about 10 percent in 1921, and not quite 9 
percent in 1922. On the regional level, a sample of established Munich members in 
January 1920 shows 10.5 percent women, and a more substantial membership list from 
Munich covering January 1920 to August 1921, analyzed by Donald M. Douglas, 
produces the exceptionally high value of nearly 14 percent. As for Cologne, by April 27, 
1922, the established NSDAP chapter included fifty male and six female comrades, or 
almost 11 percent women.[545] The party records are often too sketchy to permit a 
reliable interpretation even on the local level; for Gottingen the party history reads: “In 
March 1922 Gottingen had become an outpost [Stutzpunkt], in May of that year a chapter 
[Ortsgruppe] of the NSDAP ... Among the first twelve members of the chapter there also 
was a woman, and when in November of that year the membership had grown to twenty- 
five, even more women belonged to the party.”[546] 


It appears that after 1921 women’s interest in Nazi party matters declined sharply. A 
sample of 505 established members in Ingolstadt (Lower Bavaria) and its rural hinterland 


in 1922-23 yielded only 32 women, or just over 6 percent; and a sample of 4,726 Germans 


throughout the Reich (but mainly in South Germany) who joined the party between the 
end of September and the beginning of November 1923 showed only 4 to 5 percent 
women. These figures, of course, are well below Douglas’s 14 percent for 1920-21. One 
possible reason for this decline was the dawning awareness that the NSDAP was 
dominated by male values, a fact that became obvious after the creation of the paramilitary 
SA in the summer of 1921 and the party’s increasing collaboration with the male- 
dominated combat leagues (Wehrverbände). The abortive Putsch of November 1923 was a 


partial consequence of these developments.[547] 


When the party was being reestablished in early 1925 on a national scale, women again 
joined up; but the percentages varied from place to place, hardly anywhere exceeding the 
relatively high values of the founding phase. The reasons for the variations remain 
puzzling. One could speculate that the low value of 2.5 percent female membership for 
Essen (February 1926), or of 4.7 percent for Greater Bochum (1925-1928), may have been 
due to the largely proletarian nature of the population; yet this supposition is dubious 
because the value for Barmen, also in the Ruhr and only slightly less industrialized than 
Essen or Bochum, was very much higher, 13.3 percent in April 1925. Speculations about 
variations between areas outside the Ruhr are equally doubtful: in North German 
Brunswick in 1925-26 women accounted for only about 3 percent of the founding 
members of the chapter, while at roughly the same time in nearby Hamburg they 
constituted close to 11 percent. For a more easterly region, Thuringia, from 1925 to 1928, 
the value appears to have been somewhere between these two figures, or about 5 percent. 
A total membership count for Starnberg in Upper Bavaria undertaken by the regional Nazi 
leader Franz Buchner in July 1927 resulted in the unusually high value of over 18 percent 
women.[548] But other samples of joiners between 1925 and 1929 once more exhibit a 
distinct trend away from women’s involvement in Nazi party politics, as shown by the 
following percentages of women: 8 percent in 1925, 5 percent in 1926, 4 percent in 1927, 
4 percent in 1928, and 4 percent in 1929.[549] It seems likely that 1928-29 marked a low 
point in women’s involvement in the party and that from then until Hitler’s assumption of 
power they again turned to the party in greater strength. This is suggested not only by 
fairly high figures for women’s memberships in random localities, such as Deutsch-Krone 
and Klausdorf (9 percent on May 28, 1931) and Eutin (almost 14 percent in May 1932), 
but also by figures of a more national character supplied by NSDAP statisticians. These 
experts calculated the women’s share in the party membership to have been 5.9 percent 
from 1925 to September 13, 1930, and 7.8 percent on January 29, 1933.[550] There were 


at least three reasons for the increasing numbers of women in the party toward the end of 


the Republic. The NSDAP leadership’s new and higher estimation of women as potential 
voters made them more interested in membership; the vigorous attempts made by women 
activists in the party to broaden the women’s organizational base resulted in the growth of 
women’s ancillary institutions; and finally, more and more upper-middle-class and 
aristocratic women joined the party, forming an educated and eloquent vanguard that 
attracted other women from all walks of life. 


From the inception of the NSDAP, the age of women party members differed 
significantly from men’s. The women were generally older. In Douglas’s Munich sample 
for January 1920 male party comrades averaged just over 33 years of age and females 
nearly 36. By August 1921 the discrepancy had widened somewhat: men averaged 32 as 
against the women’s 36.[551] Among a group of 4,416 newcomers to the NSDAP in 
autumn 1923, the mean age of the men was 27.5 as opposed to 28.4 for the women. In that 
group, almost 48 percent of the males but only about 40 percent of the females were 23 or 
younger.[552] 


This pattern persisted after the renaissance of the party early in 1925. In the Bochum 
sample the women were 3.2 years older than the men, in the Brunswick group 12.5 years, 
in the Hamburg chapter 5.2 years, and in Thuringia 5.7 years. In Eutin in May 1932 the 
average age of the women was 5.0 years higher than the average of both men and women 
in the chapter (34.8 years).[553] 


As one explanation for the age difference between Nazi men and women during the 
years before 1933, both contemporary and post-1945 critics have emphasized the dearth of 
marriageable young males during the 1920s which caused a surplus of marriageable 
women in the early 1920s.[554] According to the census of 1925, it was among the 30-34 
age cohort that a surplus of marriageable women appeared; and women between 35 and 80 
fared even worse: for every available male there were nearly two unmarried females.[555] 
The implication — supported by contemporary analysts — is that as unmarried women 
advanced in age, they were more likely to consider Nazi membership than (male) 
bachelors of comparable age.[556] 


Between 1925 and 1932 women accounted for 7.8 percent of Nazi joiners; but in 1933, 
the first year of the Third Reich, their contribution dropped sharply to 5.1 percent. This 
decrease, matched of course by a comparable increase in the men’s share, may be partly 
explained by the stronger tendency among men than among women to join the NSDAP for 
opportunistic reasons after January 1933. In addition, however, the party hierarchy 
decided in late 1934 that although in the past the overall share of women in the NSDAP 


had been 5.5 percent, in the future 5 percent would be a reasonable female recruitment 
quota.[557] From then on, the women newcomers’ rate dropped, averaging only 4.4 
percent for the two-year period ending in 1936. In 1937, therefore, concerned party 
officials issued a special appeal to the lower ranks of functionaries who were about to 
begin the new membership drive: all “prejudices” were to be eliminated, and party 
membership was to be made attractive not only to certain occupational groups such as 


workers and farmers but also, and especially, “to the German woman.”[558] 


This ostensibly more tolerant attitude on the part of the Nazi regime was the result of the 
general labor shortage that was then threatening to disrupt the entire economy, and that led 
at first to greater job opportunities for women — a theme that has been sufficiently 
explored in the most recent critical literature.[559] Women who proved themselves 
capable of doing a job could also be of value to the NSDAP. By this logic many of the 
axiomatic Nazi tenets regarding the weaker sex were implicitly abrogated. Significantly, in 
1937 the proportion of women newcomers to the party rose to 10 percent, almost double 
the 1933 value. In 1938 the proportion climbed even higher to 17.5 percent, with the 
majority of all joiners coming from the Hitler Youth. (The directives governing the 
recruitment of HJ veterans favored BDM members over civilian female applicants.)[560] 
The continuing high value of 16.5 percent for women joiners in 1939 can be explained as 
the result of a technicality in the membership rules. In that year many of the male 
applicants, having been hastily recruited for battle, were not allowed to become full 
members of the party because of their membership in the Wehrmacht; instead, they were 
to be admitted at a later date, perhaps after being reassigned to the home front. This 
technicality may also have been instrumental in further increasing the percentage of 
women during 1940-41, when, as in 1939, the membership rolls were opened to the 
general “Aryan” public.[561] The extremely high figure of 34.7 percent between 1942 and 
1944 was due once again to the policy of coopted, if not forced, NSDAP membership for 
Hitler Youth: as of spring 1943, quotas for party candidature from the BDM were 
increased from 5 percent to 7 percent of all female HJ.[562] By the end of the war, the 
regime could not help noticing that the depletion of the male sector of German society was 
creating severe manpower and leadership problems and that basic functions of the regime 
could only be preserved by utilizing female talent in the economy, the professions, and 
even the party.|563] 


The age gap between male and female NSDAP joiners began to narrow in 1933. From 
then on, whenever young cohorts were admitted to the party, the women tended to be even 
younger than the men. This condition obtained in 1934, 1938, and 1942 (figure 9).[564] 


Between 1937 and 1942, except for a slowdown in 1939, the representation of the 
youngest female newcomer group steadily increased over its male counterpart. 
Conversely, female representation declined vis-a-vis the males for all the medium and 


older age groups (figure 9). 


It can be assumed, therefore, that from 1937 to 1942 and even to 1944 the average age of 
the female membership of the Nazi party was slowly falling. This conjecture, although 
difficult to document for the entire Reich, is supported by uneven data for 1939 and 1940 
from the Frankfurt area. In 1939, in two out of three suburban Frankfurt party chapters, 
Berkersheim and Obermain, there were still more men than women under 30; only in the 
third, Riederwald, a decidedly proletarian district, was this ratio reversed.[565] But a year 
later in the greater Frankfurt region the men tended to be somewhat older than the women: 


among 1,118 party comrades the men’s mean age was 47.5 and the women’s 47.0. 


If women who were younger than men had continued to join the NSDAP beyond the 
expected Final Victory, the overall party structure would have changed in two significant 
ways. First, the progressive senescence so dreaded by the party leadership would have 
been arrested. Second, this would have been accomplished at the expense of male 
supremacy — a traditional hallmark of the NSDAP. Since any loss of male predominance 
in the Nazi movement would have been anathema to Hitler and his cronies, one cannot 


even imagine what the Nazi leadership would have done to escape from this new dilemma. 


THE RANK AND FILE 


What were the major features of the Nazi rank and file in each of the five periods into 


which its social history has been divided? 


In the first period, 1919-1923, the social profile of the party was closely linked to its 
purpose as expressed in official speeches and the Nazi program: to achieve socioeconomic 
justice for Germans disadvantaged by the loss of World War I and to restore Germany to 
its former national grandeur. The party was successful initially in its appeal to the 
relatively young and, in fact, never lost its grip on the nation’s youth. The earliest recruits 
were predominantly male — a characteristic that persisted throughout the Time of 
Struggle. In terms of occupational or class structure the party appealed originally to 
laborers in the birthplace of the DAP, the industrial core of the city of Munich. But party 
propaganda was not exclusively directed toward the working man; it was broad enough to 


attract representatives of the lower middle class and even of the elite. As the party grew 


and spread into the Munich hinterland, farmers and peasants, many of whom shared the 
value system of the lower middle class, were drawn to it. Yet the Nazis, especially after 
they began to break new ground in the northern and more industrialized regions of the 


country, continued to win over genuine members of the proletariat. 


Although Hitler himself, by both upbringing and inclination, was primarily interested in 
the lower middle class (as well as what he chose to call the “workers”), he does not seem 
to have concentrated exclusively on the middle class in this earliest period in order to 
develop what Seymour Martin Lipset has described as an extremist political formation of 
the middle. Instead of that, he seems to have worked toward the creation of a “mass 
movement,” with changing emphasis on different levels of society, as Albrecht Tyrell has 
more recently suggested.[566] As early as January 1922, for example, Hitler stated that he 
wanted “a völkisch movement built on a rigid social basis, encompassing the broadest 
masses.”[567] Nevertheless, Hitler’s own lower-middle-class background and leanings 
were evident in the phrasing of the party’s program. From the beginning the NSDAP was 
in two senses a party of the lower middle class: this class was numerically larger than 
either of the other two layers, and it was consistently overrepresented in the party. This 
does not mean, of course, that the other two classes were unimportant. Members of the 
upper layers of society were also significantly overrepresented; and the workers, though 
underrepresented, made their presence strongly felt. Indeed, from 1919 to 1923 the Nazi 
party, far from being a perfect mirror image of the social profile of the nation, contained, 
albeit in varying proportions, elements of every important social segment in the country so 
that it potentially assumed an integrative function in German society. By the fall of 1923, 
it had even lost its exclusively urban quality: it was becoming better known in the 


countryside and was making progress outside Bavaria. 


During the second period, 1924-1930, the NSDAP managed to retain its integrative 
potential in relation to all sections of society. But in this time of comparatively high 
economic stability — when only a few occupational groups, such as laid-off laborers and 
unemployed sales and technical clerks, were restive — the party did not attract those who 
felt especially alienated from society, with the possible exception of the university 
students and North German farmers. After the abortive coup of 1923, Hitler was obliged 
to broaden the mass appeal of his party in order to attain political power by legal means. 
[568] From then on, the Nazis more and more conceived of their party as a mass 
organization.[569] 


Broadening the party’s appeal meant not only paying greater attention in 1925-26 to the 


industrial proletariat in Germany’s northwestern territories but also concentrating on such 
members of the lower middle class as the peasants. Although between 1927 and 1929 
certain changes in emphasis were made in the propaganda, the lower classes were not 
overlooked by the Nazi leadership, nor were all members of the upper middle class and 
nobility courted.[570] The overriding principle seems to have been that the leadership 
would ingratiate itself with all segments of society simultaneously, making allowances for 
certain areas of concentration in special circumstances but not appealing to any one 
segment at the expense of another. Ideally, men (if not women) from all walks of life were 
to be accommodated.[571] Hence it is important not to overemphasize the degree of 
rational decision making within the party directorate, as some historians have done.[572] 
Nor is the theory of a rigid division in the party between “leftist” groups around Gregor 
Strasser and a “rightist” leadership core surrounding Hitler defensible. The lines of 
division were blurred.[573] Strasser, like his friend Karl Kaufmann, was not interested 
solely in the workers but, after 1925-26, forged important links between industrial circles 
and Hitler, and the Führer himself, before 1928, appealed directly to the workers.[574] 
Since Hitler’s primary motivation was the urge for power, his strategy was as 
opportunistic as his tactics were improvisational: capitalizing on a local grievance here 
and a regional malcontent there, he worked to expand his party following in order to win 


elections at all governmental levels. 


In the third period, 1930-1933, the Nazis not only continued to welcome representatives 
from all segments of society, thereby strengthening the party’s integrative character, but 
were also quite successful in achieving their goal of organizing a mass movement. This 
mass base was evident in the absolute size of the membership, the extent of electoral 
support, and the increasing proportion of women joiners. By July 1932 the NSDAP, with 
over half a million members (figure 1), had become the largest party in the Reichstag. 
[575] There is general agreement on these facts, but two questions are still being asked 
about related issues. First, in what proportions were the classes represented within the 
party? Second, in what way, if at all, was this distribution a consequence of the economic 


hardships suffered by the German people during the last years of the Weimar Republic? 


First, although the workers increased their share in the party, they were still 
underrepresented; the lower middle class, even though its share diminished somewhat, 
continued to be overrepresented, and the elite, which slightly increased its share, also 


continued to be overrepresented. 


Second, it is difficult to judge the extent to which these class proportions were the result 


of economic disasters, particularly those of the Great Depression. Scholars have already 
produced evidence to show that certain Germans who felt socioeconomically threatened 
turned to the NSDAP rather than to one of the other political parties.[576] Indeed, on the 
surface the correlation seems obvious. In the Reichstag election of September 1930, when 
the depression was well under way, German voters increased the party’s representation 
from 12 to 107 seats, and in July 1932, at the height of the economic crisis, they increased 
it further to 230 seats. But in the November elections of the same year, the national 
economy had improved slightly, and Nazi representation declined to 196 seats.[577] 
Furthermore, up to 1933, if the Nazi membership statistics published in 1935 are at all 
credible, the party joiners’ curve vaguely patterned this voters’ curve. Such conclusions, 
however, do not take into account the inaccuracy of the Nazi statistics resulting from the 
very erratic recording of member exits and reentries, a practice that concealed the party’s 
growth in real numbers and made its membership bookkeeping for the whole Time of 
Struggle extremely unreliable.[578] 


For proof of the interaction between socioeconomic hardship and rising membership in 
the party, it has been customary to cite the partisan behavior of farmers over the 1927- 
1932 period: as their (measurable) tribulations increased, so did their numbers in the 
NSDAP. The same can be observed for small-scale and intermediate businessmen and 
entrepreneurs, although they are not so easy to identify because of a potential confusion 
with salaried clerks. Conversely, the magnates, who fared better during the depression, are 
known to have been more reticent about joining the NSDAP, a recognized protest 


movement. 


Nevertheless, it is questionable whether economic factors bore the main responsibility 
for the growth of the NSDAP toward the end of the Republic. In one occupational group, 
the lower clerks, it was the younger clerks, those least affected by the depression, who 
were attracted to the NSDAP. And among the workers it was those living in country areas, 
where dislocations were least likely to occur, who joined the NSDAP in greatest strength. 
Moreover, in the period from 1930 to 1932 as opposed to that from 1925 to 1929 there 
was a general shift of NSDAP joiners away from the city and the small town to the 
country. This change, since all social classes contributed to it, militates against the 
economic motivation theory. As for class representation in the party, the workers, who 
suffered most from the depression, continued to be underrepresented; the lower and upper 


middle classes, which suffered less, continued to be overrepresented. 


These doubts regarding a close relationship between the economic effects of the 


depression and NSDAP growth are supported by an examination of the pattern of 
membership growth. Conventional wisdom has it that the party experienced its most rapid 
growth in the period between September 1930 and January 1933.[579] Yet, although the 
absolute figures tend to give that impression, the cumulative (compound) rate of growth in 
this last Weimar period was actually lower than it had been during the preceding period 
(1925-1930).[580] 


In the light of these facts, the historian would do well to give special consideration to 
motives that were not directly related to depression-induced circumstances — for 
example, to the political disenchantment that prompted civil servants, especially those in 
the upper echelons, to listen to Hitler, and to the feeling of sociocultural alienation that 
after 1929 grew enormously among academically trained professionals. Some historians 
have already taken a new look at things. Some time ago Peter Loewenberg introduced his 
suggestive theory that post-World War I youth cohorts were predestined to become 
followers of Hitler for psychological reasons alone. More recently Peter H. Merkl has 
argued in favor of a thesis allowing for such motives as anti-Semitism, anti-Marxism, a 
high propensity for militarism and activism resulting from parental environment, and 
psychological phenomena like “traumas of war and defeat” and religious preferences. 
Significantly, all these variables may transcend the class barriers that are determined 
largely by economic criteria.[581] Although findings such as Merkl’s do not yet constitute 
a substantial alternative to the theory of economic motivation, they do suggest that the 
social profile of the Nazi party before January 1933 cannot be explained entirely or even 


mainly in terms of socioeconomic frustrations.[582] 


In the last two periods of Nazi social history, 1933-1939 and 1939-1945 (the regime 
phase, or Third Reich), the major features of the party were very closely related to both its 
growth and its class divisions. During the Third Reich Hitler and the leadership corps 
could never agree on the form that their monopolistic state party should take, that is, 
whether it should be an elite cadre with select membership or a mass organization built on 
a broad populist base. There are indications that in the early years of the regime Hitler 
entertained notions of building an elitist body; if so, that would account for the closing of 
the membership rolls between 1933 and 1937. Yet this closing order was never strictly 
enforced, and anyone who had influential friends could get into the party. Further, the 
motive for the reopening of membership in 1937 did not line up with elitist principles. By 
then, in all probability, the party needed money and hoped to raise it by attracting a greater 
number of Germans to its ranks, even while insisting on strict selection of the leadership 


corps. This contradictory policy in itself kept the NSDAP from becoming an exclusive 


party during the balance of the Nazi era. 


Although the party was growing too large to be elitist, its pretensions in that direction 
raised doubts about its being a mass movement. In terms of absolute growth, its 
membership figures were impressive. Climbing from 849,009 in January 1933 to 
2,493,890 in December 1934, the membership reached more than 5 million in 1939 and by 
early 1945 was past the 8 million mark (figure 1). Yet Hitler’s goal of a party membership 
equal to 10 percent of the German population, which had been mentioned in 1935, had 
still not been reached by May 1943 (if one can believe Bormann), and may only have been 
approached by the end of the regime — though the figures for the final phase are very 
unreliable. This was the case in spite of the fact that membership was being increasingly 
opened to women.[583] 


It can be argued that if the party had consistently followed a strategy of recruitment 
based on quality and had tightly restricted its numbers, the result would have been an 
oligarchic movement with elitist aspirations. In that case, the principle of voluntary 
membership by individual application, precluding external pressure, would have been the 
basis of recruitment. But the manner of induction that actually developed was based on 
both volition and coercion, combined in varying measures according to the time and 
circumstance. On the one hand, the political leadership always stressed the element of 
“choice”; on the other hand, it was implicit in the concept of a mass movement that every 
mature member of the public would join or be faced with social and political ostracism. 
True, it was technically impossible for a German citizen (man or woman) to be compelled 
to enter the party. Nevertheless, in any totalitarian system governed by a monopolistic 
State party, freedom of choice tends to approach obligation, obligation to approach 
pressure, and pressure to approach compulsion. And although the extremes of freedom of 
choice and compulsion can be easily defined, the intermediate positions are difficult to 
specify. In practice, the Janus-faced nature of the NSDAP as both an elitist party and a 
mass movement, based on a rationale of voluntary-obligatory candidature, complicated the 
everyday life of party members by presenting them with inherently paradoxical rulings. In 
November 1943, for example, a directive went out from a Kreisleiter in Frankfurt that 
ordered all local party comrades to participate in a planned party rally but emphasized the 
voluntary character of everyone’s efforts.[584] Every party member knew, of course, that 
special party courts could enforce compliance with the NSDAP’s demands, particularly in 
wartime, and that expulsion from the party — though rarely implemented — would mean 
political and social banishment.[585] 


A Nazi party comrade who took his membership seriously and wished to avoid 
reprimand and retribution for slackness, apathy, or defiance had to conform to a pattern of 
behavior that required ever-greater service to the party as the war progressed. In return he 
could not expect to receive much, apart from an honorary party citation that did not even 
include a medal for his lapel. From November 1934 to November 1942, out of a probable 
membership of 7 million, only 508 comrades were fortunate enough to receive the Golden 
Party Badge, the highest and practically the only distinction bestowed by the party. In 
other words, only one of about 14,000 party members could hope to be singled out in this 


manner — a very poor prospect for ambitious Nazi followers.[586] 


Party pressures may still have been comparatively light in the first two years of the war, 
but after 1941 they steadily increased. In the Speer era, when guns were becoming more 
important than butter, party members had to extend themselves beyond such customary 
activities as clothes collection and snow removal and to help rally the home front.[587] 
From 1942 on, a spate of directives, memoranda, and circulars multiplied the members’ 
responsibilities, added task to task, and taxed the patience of ordinary party stalwarts to 
the breaking point. Required to be models of dedication and personal sacrifice, party 
comrades were called upon to put the good of the party and state before their private 
interests in constant day-and-night service. One of the last official duties assigned to them 
was the local organization and direction of the Volkssturm, the people’s militia, whose 
purpose it was to hold out against invading enemy troops during the final hour at whatever 


cost.[588] 


Yet it was not for this reason alone that the NSDAP became increasingly unpopular with 
its general membership. As the fortunes of war turned against Germany, the blame fell not 
on the Wehrmacht but on the Reich leadership core and the intermediate functionaries of 
the NSDAP, who were present everywhere on the home front. After the debacle of 
Stalingrad early in 1943, the popular appeal of the party sank to an unprecedented low, 
and every new adversity brought further disgrace. In 1943 party comrades began to hide 
their party badges, and by 1944 they were openly disclaiming membership. At that time 
the ban on general membership, which had been in effect since early 1942, saved the party 
leadership the embarrassment of having to witness the total dissolution of the voluntarist 
principle. Still, the fear of severe sanctions kept all but a handful of members from 
resigning from the party ranks.[589] Since influential and knowledgeable party leaders 
like Goebbels were fully aware of the leadership dilemma, particularly after 1943, there 
may be justification for characterizing the ensuing state of affairs as one in which the 


party, “as a political mass organization within the National Socialist regime, became 


almost devoid of political function.”[590] 


If this was the basic problem, it certainly cut across the lines of class division within the 
party, which continued to be dominated by the lower middle class.[591] The members of 
that class increased their share from 1932 to 1933 and thereafter maintained their high 
level, except for a slight decrease between 1941 and 1944 to a percentage close to that of 
1930-1932. Within the lower middle class the balance shifted among the five main 
occupational subgroups. The farmers, master craftsmen and merchants (shopkeepers), who 
were sometimes dissatisfied with National Socialist policy, were less conspicuous in the 
party ranks than the lower civil servants and lower employees (white-collar workers). The 
members of this last subgroup were exemplary followers of Hitler; in fact the white-collar 
worker of the lower middle class might be described as the typical Nazi. And during the 
Third Reich, as during the Weimar Republic, this class was consistently overrepresented in 
Hitler’s party. The workers provide one of the few surprises of this study. Clearly 
underrepresented in the NSDAP from 1932 to 1933, they gained strength later, especially 
after the war began. This suggests that the claims of antagonism between the National 
Socialist leadership and the proletariat have been vastly exaggerated. One crucial reason 
for the workers’ growing acquiescence in Nazism was the personality of Adolf Hitler. As 
time went by, and especially during the war years, the workers found it increasingly easy 


to regard the Führer as one of them. 


The relationship between the elite (upper middle class and former aristocracy) and the 
Nazi party is so puzzling and complex that it warrants special consideration. It is 
significant that the German social elite reacted with such enthusiasm to the establishment 
of the Third Reich that its newcomer strength in the party increased by about 50 percent 
from 1932 to 1933. After that, however, the percentage of new members decreased 
steadily, until by 1942 the upper layer’s share of candidates approximately equaled its 


representation in the Reich. 


By tradition as well as temperament the NSDAP was anathema to the elite, just as the 
elite was suspect in the eyes of the party. Nevertheless, in the early years of the regime 
both sides consented to a temporary and rather precarious alliance. On the one hand, the 
elite, interested “in defending higher status and its perquisites against challenge from less 
privileged elements,” supported the conservative and nationalistic aspects of the Nazi 
program in order to meet the threat both of Communism inside and beyond Germany’s 
borders and of the rabble-rousing mob represented by the SA within the Nazi movement. 
[592] On the other hand, Hitler and his cohorts, while often venting their suspicions of the 


educated and propertied elite, were dependent upon that class to run the machinery of 
government, if not the party itself.[593] 


The first of three major crises that were to shatter and finally destroy the uneasy 
understanding between the former ruling elite and the Nazi movement came in June 1934 
— the so-called Röhm Purge. Although many nationalistic hard-liners from the 
reactionary camp hailed the purge as a necessary act of vengeance against the despicably 
plebeian SA, the majority of the elite were repelled by the arbitrariness of the action and 
even more by the fact that members of their own class, such as General Kurt von 
Schleicher and General Kurt von Bredow, had been among its victims. The reaction of 
Count Lutz Schwerin von Krosigk, who was Finance Minister at the time, was typical. 
What appalled him was not that “Röhm and suspect figures like [SA leader] Heines in 
Silesia were removed as such ... but how they were removed.” Most members of the elite 
would have preferred a court trial by judge and jury even though such a court could have 
handed down the death sentence.[594] 


From then on, the elite knew that rough times lay ahead. Local functionaries of the 
NSDAP proclaimed that the end would soon come for their long-standing rivals, the hated 
intellectuals. One recently appointed Nazi counselor of Berlin, Comrade Johannes Engel, 
stated in November 1934 that the “slimy bourgeoisie would have to watch out, the 
government officials of the future should be selected according to their Nazi ideological 
fortitude, not their professional expertise, and that for the old officials a “second June 
30th” was in store, and then more heads would roll.[595] 


Notwithstanding these threats, after the Röhm Purge the regime continued to rely on the 
former ruling class for the performance of functions in the military, governmental, 
industrial, and higher-education sectors of the Third Reich, as well as for the customary 
services offered by the classic academic professions. But as the elite’s position in the 
nation became more difficult, their enthusiasm for the party waned. A series of lesser 
events took place that served as portents of two greater tragedies to come. Shortly before 
his death early in 1935, the Bavarian Minister of Culture, Hans Schemm, a public school 
teacher and self-taught chemist, warned the mandarins, professionals, and academics who 
were allegedly trying to “infiltrate” National Socialism that their numbers were known 
and their names were on record.[596] On July 20, 1937, when the German resistance 
movement under the leadership of conservative members of the old privileged class was 
beginning to grow, Himmler decreed the final dissolution of the Masonic lodges, the 


mainstay of that class.[597] Then the campaign against the intellectuals was stepped up. 


On January 31, 1939, the Berliner Tageblatt, one of the bulwarks of educated circles all 
over the nation, was forced to suspend publication. A few months later the use of the term 
Bildung, which epitomized culture, etiquette, and higher education and applied exclusively 
to the upper classes, was seriously questioned in an officially sanctioned article that asked, 
“Has the term ‘Bildung’ any place in National Socialist thought, after all?” And in May 
1939 the regime clamped down on the independent associations that had been founded by 
higher academics to organize advanced lectures for the educated. This last government 
measure nearly coincided with the decree ordering all 10- to 18-year-old sons and 
daughters of German citizens to enter the Hitler Youth, including those from privileged 
homes.[598] 


The outbreak of war in the fall of 1939 brought on the second major calamity for the 
upper classes. Many of their members could applaud the early blitzkrieg victories, 
particularly those over Poland and France; but a conflict with England was viewed as 
folly, and to become involved in military action against Russia and the United States was 
considered by many to be a very grave political mistake. The military setbacks of 1943 
proved those critics right. These setbacks, moreover, had been preceded by news about 
Nazi atrocities against the Poles, Russians, and Jews. And concurrently the resistance 
movement was continuing to grow. Although the motives of many members of the 
opposition to Hitler may be questioned on both moral and political grounds, the significant 


point is that his party was becoming more and more unpopular with the conservative elite. 


Probably no statistical device could measure the effects of the physical and 
psychological blows suffered by the elite after the abortive attempt on Hitler’s life on July 
20, 1944, nor could it gauge the resulting degree of alienation between the upper classes 
and the NSDAP. The failure of this attempt was the third and final catastrophe. It had 
already become obvious to many former patricians, or at least to their sons and daughters, 
that the party — despite its own chronic failures — was bent on replacing the 
administrative and military, and perhaps even the industrial, structure that bore the stamp 
of the traditional elites with new structures fashioned after the ideals of the Fiihrer and his 
party. Had the loss of the war not prevented the implementation of such changes, planned 
for the period after the Final Victory, the shortage of suitable personnel to man the new 
structures of the regime might well have caused a crisis for the party. But inasmuch as 
Himmler had decided to found a new biologically selectable aristocracy, to be settled on 
the wide plains of Eastern Europe, strictly in accordance with Hitler’s long-range goal to 
eliminate the German princely houses, plans to rid German society of its former ruling 
classes were on the books.[599] 


The officer corps of the Wehrmacht most assuredly would have been neutralized after 
the Victory.[600] It was an integral part of the former ruling elite, and its representatives 
had played a significant and repugnant role in the assassination attempt of July 1944.[601] 
But there were still other considerations. The Wehrmacht had always been beyond the 
reach of the NSDAP despite certain attempts, made early in the regime by General Werner 
von Blomberg and General Walter von Reichenau, to Nazify it.[602] Not only had it been 
granted special status as one of the three pillars of the regime (the others being the 
NSDAP and the government), but it was able to suspend the party membership status of its 
enlisted men and officers for the duration of their service and to subject them to its own 
(rival) jurisdiction. The party functionaries’ jealousy of the officer corps was as deeply 
ingrained as the officers’ own contempt for those brown-uniformed party officials, who 
could never forget that Hitler’s victory over Röhm in 1934 had also meant the triumph of 
the army over the SA.[603] Many officers may have been “fair-weather Nazis,” as Hugh 
Trevor-Roper has called them; certainly many were totally apolitical. But it has also come 
to light that the army’s complicity in specifically “Nazi” crimes, such as the ill treatment 
of Russian POWs, was much greater than had previously been believed.[604] Yet the army 
as an institution remained a potential haven for members of the former ruling class who 
wished to avoid any contact with the party after July 1944. To many it was an oasis of 
freedom in a landscape of unrelenting political pressure, a factor that helps to explain why 
many would-be academics preferred an active officer’s career to one in the party or to a 


lengthy course of university studies.[605] 


Another bulwark of the upper classes that would have been in great danger after a 
German victory was the established Christian Church, including both the Protestant and 
the Roman Catholic churches. In conformity with the party’s more benevolent attitude 
toward the elite in the first phase of the regime, the government tried to demonstrate its 
good intentions toward both churches; the most impressive manifestation of this was the 
Concordat of July 1933 with the papacy. The regime’s tactics did not necessarily mean 
that Hitler was serious in his endeavors, nor did it guarantee that the NSDAP would make 
peace with the Catholic and Protestant hierarchies. In fact, by about 1938, notwithstanding 
earlier promises and assurances on the part of the government, the “church struggle” 
between Nazism and the institutionalized Christian religion was well advanced, with 
Bormann acting as the chief henchman in the uneven battle. Whereas the organization of a 
Nazified Protestant church, the “German Christians,” never came to fruition, the 
Confessional Church led by Pastor Martin Niemoller was subdued though not altogether 


suppressed. In the Catholic realm, Hitler used the arrangement with the Vatican to 


maintain a formal state of peace with the papacy while simultaneously transporting 
thousands of lower clergy to concentration camps. The involvement of individual church 
leaders in the events of July 1944, including Dr. Dietrich Bonhoeffer and Dr. Eugen 
Gerstenmaier on the Protestant side and Father Alfred Delp on the Catholic side, 
highlighted the degree of interrelationship between the upper classes and the Christian 
institutions, as well as their mutual rejection of National Socialism. Characteristically, 
after that tragic July the Kreisau Circle, which under the leadership of Count Helmuth 
James von Moltke played such an eminent role in the planning of the final coup against 
Hitler, became known as much for its social elitism as for its dedication to the Christian 
cause.[606] 


With the upper classes’ unpopularity with the party, as shown by their declining 
membership, and with a concomitant increase in the workers’ share in the NSDAP, one 
might be tempted to conclude that the changes that had taken place in the social 
composition of the Nazi party after 1933 heralded a social revolution not only in the party 
but in German society as well. But by 1945 there had been no social revolution. Yet 
neither had the National Socialist regime attempted to rigidify the already existing class 
divisions for the sake of any one particular social layer at the expense of the others.[607] 
True, Hitler had proclaimed a racially and (implicitly) a socially homogeneous Volk early 
in his regime, but by 1944 any conscious attempts that might have been made in that 
direction by government and party had not succeeded. In the party itself, the 
representation of the workers may have increased as much as that of the elite had declined, 
but in society there had not been any significant change. Farmers continued, as before, to 
be suspicious of the strange ways of the higher-placed townspeople who were billeted in 
their homesteads at the height of the war, and the fur-coated lawyer’s wife who was 
fortunate enough to be fed on the farmer’s produce retained her customary aloofness. 
Judges who were working in a Berlin toolmaker’s shop at the end of 1944 in aid of the 
war effort expressed their sympathy for the workers’ harsh lot as they toiled side by side 
with them, but there was no doubt about their desire to return to their former professional 
positions. About this time an unsophisticated but observant young German, who had 
evidently been immersed in National Socialist ideology, summed up the situation 
succinctly. “The Labor Service,” he noted in his diary, “once was organized for every 
German boy and every German girl ... Was it not originally founded so that members of 
all occupations could unite to perform the same type of work, where the young would see 
no difference between high and low, poor and rich? To this day we see no indication 


whatsoever that this has happened.” His words, spoken about German youth, were equally 


applicable to German society as a whole.[608] 


II — SOCIAL PROFILE OF THE NAZI PARTY’S LEADERSHIP 
CADRES 1919-1945 


7 — THE EARLY YEARS TO POWER 


1919 TO 1933 


From the beginning of the Nazi party until Hitler’s political takeover, party leadership 
was affected by three interrelated factors: the precariousness of the leaders’ political 
position; leaders’ frequently doubtful legitimacy within the party; and leaders’ apparent 
dysfunctionality in the extremely unstable chain of command. These characteristics of 
NSDAP leadership varied inversely with a leader’s degree of social standing, level in the 
party hierarchy, and size of the area of jurisdiction. For instance, functionaries who were 
the least educated, commanded the smallest units of the party, and were locally the most 
isolated were likely to enjoy the smallest measure of influence and consequently of 
security in the party echelons. Personnel turnover was greatest among the lowest ranks, 
especially the Ortsgruppenleiters (local chapter leaders). To the supreme leaders this 
insecurity was a necessary result of change, which was regarded as an intrinsic quality of 
the NSDAP as a dynamic “movement.” The NSDAP, they believed, was a party that 
naturally resisted institutionalization, in marked contrast to the rigidly established 
bourgeois political parties. But this situation itself was to change after Hitler assumed the 
post of Reich Chancellor in January 1933 and the NSDAP became the monopolistic state 
party. 

During its Time of Struggle (more properly called the “movement phase”) the NSDAP 
experienced considerable difficulty in providing its functionaries, especially those on the 
local levels, with a sense of formal legitimacy traceable to the origin of power. At the 
bottom of the party leadership pyramid stood the Ortsgruppenleiters. They fitted in 
socially with the ordinary rank-and-file party comrades and were in rapport with them. At 
the top were the Gauleiters, the regional leaders. Even if they had worked their way up 
from local-leader status, they were more properly the creatures of Hitler and were 
regarded as his trustees. Their relationships with the local leaders varied. On the whole, 
there was no smooth transition of power from Hitler to the Gauleiters and from them to 
the local leaders. The fact that some links in this chain of command were missing gave 
rise to the existence of Bezirksleiter, subregional leaders, in some but not all of the 


regions. Between Ortsgruppenleiters and Gauleiters were the Kreisleiter, in charge of 


districts, and initially under the Bezirksleiters where those existed.[609] Often local party 
dignitaries were self-appointed, or they acquired their offices incidentally, perhaps because 
they were the only male party comrades available for active duty in a hamlet or city 
suburb. Decentralizing tendencies, which emanated from the helm of the Nazi party right 
from its birth up to 1931-32, led to a virtual absence of requirements for party office 
except that the candidate be a member in good standing.[610] For years, therefore, local 
party leaders and ordinary members were interchangeable. Reasons for an 


Ortsgruppenleiter’s appointment to office were not needed between 1919 and 1932. 


The following examples illustrate this point. Paul Strube in Melsungen (Hesse) had been 
a member of the Deutsch-Völkische Freiheitspartei, a Nazi substitute movement during 
the period of Hitler’s imprisonment in Landsberg, and so he became an officer in the 
NSDAP in 1925. Party comrade Hesse became Ortsgruppenleiter in East Prussian 
Osterode in 1931 after a two-year stint as an SA man (and only one year’s membership in 
the party). Another East Prussian local group leader seemed the natural choice for his job 
because his entire family, including parents-in-law, had helped in the daily chores of 
running the Ortsgruppe (local chapter), performing their clerical and menial tasks at home 
as in a family business. The earliest claim to fame of a later Gauleiter, Franz Schwede, 
was his instrumental role as cofounder of the Coburg Nazi branch late in 1922; he was 
then promoted to deputy Ortsgruppenleiter and, by Christmas 1923, to Ortsgruppenleiter. 
Kurt Schmalz, another future party leader, joined the NSDAP in Brunswick’s hinterland a 
few months after its refounding in July 1925. No sooner had he dedicated his efforts to the 
growing Hitler Youth and made his way into the SA than he became Ortsgruppenleiter in 
Lower Lusatia. If the spirit moved them, some fanatical Nazi members founded Nazi 
chapters on their own. No one in the Munich leadership was likely to object to this, for 
individual initiative was one of the Social Darwinist principles subscribed to by the Nazi 
ideologues, in particular by Hitler, and capable leaders at any levels were scarce, as 
continued to be the case during the years of the Third Reich.[611] Hence Hans Schemm, 
later to become Gauleiter and Bavarian Minister of Culture, established on his own 
authority an Ortsgruppe in his native Bayreuth soon after Hitler recalled his party faithfuls 
in February 1925. 


In regional party administrations such as that of East Prussia, which, from 1925 on, was 
able to develop a firm hierarchy with command channels from the Gauleiter to the 
Bezirksleiters or Kreisleiters down to the local Ortsgruppenleiters, certain criteria of 
selection in the interest of stability were slowly introduced. Since one objective was the 


avoidance of too much change, candidates were actively sought who were reasonably well 


off and could afford to sustain an honorary party office without remuneration. Thus at one 
time in 1930 the criterion of “car owner” was emphasized because such a man would be 
able to cover the wide East Prussian plains and keep the flock together. Another standard 
observed by the higher leaders in East Prussia who assumed the right to appoint their own 
local deputies without interference from Munich was the service principle: on the lower 


levels of the hierarchy, old members were to enjoy seniority over new ones. 


Yet while this suggests the shadow of a rationale for party appointments, entrance into 
the Nazi leadership corps at the lowest levels, even in East Prussia, still occurred more by 
chance than by any other method. As one contemporary described it at the beginning of 
the Third Reich: “In the fall [of 1928] the newly appointed regional leader of East Prussia 
held the first National Socialist meeting in Stallupönen. That day several fellow 
countrymen, as well as myself, became members of the party. The number was too small 
for a local group. My young compatriot and I, however, continued to work for the idea. In 
the end he undertook the leadership of the new local.” [612] 


It is generally held that after the revival of the party early in 1925 Hitler followed a 
vague policy of division of regional authority. This tended to elevate his own status while 
allowing most Gauleiters unchecked sway in their domains as well as the freedom to act 
against one another. Their autocratic ways stopped short only where the Führer was 
concerned. Hitler was not wholly the initiator of this system, which was cryptofeudal in 
essence and provided the salient advantages of divide et impera — a principle that Hitler 
learned to put into practice early in his career. It was reinforced by the quasi-independent 
stance of the North German Arbeitsgemeinschaft (Cartel), to which after 1924 almost all 
of the powerful post-Putsch functionaries outside Bavaria belonged. Precisely because the 
chain of command between Hitler and the Gauleiters was weak in everyday party 
situations, the chain of command could be weak between a self-indulgent Gauleiter and 
equally self-indulgent local party chapter leaders. This improvised, unsystematic, and 
imperfect pattern of cohesion between the various levels of party administration, in which 
Hitler himself might at any time intervene, seems to have been sufficiently flexible to keep 
the party from disintegration and even to have provided for moderate growth in the years 
of relative quiet from 1925 to 1928. With their technical functions and their personal fates 
often hanging in the balance, if not in limbo, Ortsgruppenleiters and even Gauleiters were 
not likely to acquire the strong sense of self-esteem that they needed in order to become 


successful bureaucrats and politicians.[613] 


Some scholars aver that Hitler decided as early as 1928 to cleanse his entire 


administration, starting logically (as he thought) with the Gaus or regions. The 
appointment of Gregor Strasser as party organization chief marked this new direction. The 
gradual tightening-up at Gauleiter level was appropriately paralleled by a similar weeding- 
out carried on by Gauleiters and their deputies at the district and local levels. The 
significant difference was that while Hitler’s gradually escalated action was undoubtedly 
impelled by a desire for greater political efficiency, especially at election time, the 
Gauleiters’ proscriptions were usually triggered by personal whims. Before Hitler took 
steps to relieve Gauleiter Paul Hinkler of his post in Halle-Merseburg, Hinkler had already 
succeeded in cementing a bulwark of local cronies, who bullied Ortsgruppenleiters and 
supported their leader when his designated successor appeared in February 1931. At the 
same time, the Gauleiter of South Hanover-Brunswick was putting pressure on his 
nominal surbordinates and singling out his favorites for special treatment. Gauleiter 
cliques were common after 1930, with many of the older, longer-serving comrades falling 


victim to the unbridled ambitions of younger, less inhibited men.[614] 


When Theodor Heuss referred in 1932 to the “absolutist strength of the party 
leadership,” implying the establishment of a monolithic structure and of the “leadership 
principle,” he may well have been aware of the result of Gregor Strasser’s long-awaited 
changes, which had begun with his reorganization of the Nazi Women’s Movement in the 
fall of 1931 and had finally reached completion in the following summer. The application 
of the leadership principle meant in practice the introduction of a logical and cogent chain 
of command, from Hitler on down to the low Nazi chapter leader. This firm anchoring of 
military obedience patterns which included all but the unmanageable SA under Ernst 
Röhm and some loosely connected ancillary groups, was bound to assist the NSDAP in its 
last concerted efforts to win national political power, and it could not be shaken by the 
formality of relieving Strasser of his supervisory post on December 9, 1932. It seemed that 
by 1932, at last, every party stooge who cared for an assured and neatly defined place in 
“his” movement could feel that he had one, provided he had come through the shake-ups 
unscathed. But many of the party functionaries still suffered from an identity problem that 
affected them like a recurrent trauma: was their legitimacy firmly grounded in their 
historic roles as flag-bearers in the advance units of the “revolution”? In their haphazard 
way they were preparing themselves to adopt the stance of a much older and more firmly 
established ruling elite that had long since ceased to suffer from such qualms.[615] 


Here the question of overall continuity presents itself. It stands to reason that continuity 
of the functionaries’ corps could have been achieved through stability in office or 


promotion supported by merit, or a logical combination of both. Theoretically this should 


have been feasible even though men who were willing and able to serve were notoriously 
scarce, to the point where some individuals occupied more than one position, such as that 
of Ortsgruppenleiter and that of SA leader.[616] But because of the peculiar interaction of 
two conditions in the Nazi system — first, arbitrary decision making based on personal 
preference at all administrative party levels, and second, the normative bureaucratic 
mechanisms typical of well-ordered state administrations — no party servant, even a 
Gauleiter, could count on making a life career out of Nazi politics. Until at least 1933 this 
situation compounded the original instability of the Nazi leadership corps. Research has 
revealed that the Gauleiters were among the most stable groups of Nazi officials, even 
before 1933, and that the Ortsgruppenleiters showed the highest incidence of failure, 
causing a constant need for re-recruitment.[617] This fact, which clearly suggests a 
positive correlation between job importance and job tenure, raises the question whether 


such factors as academic or technical skills and social background also affected job tenure. 


Conventional wisdom holds that Nazi functionaries of all ranks came from a 
predominantly lower-middle-class background. Hence until the Putsch phase in November 
1923, the “vulgarians in Hitler’s retinue” (as Albert Speer called them) are said to have 
been exponents of a typical lower-middle-class way of life, value system, and economic 
disposition: they were craftsmen, lower civil servants, and white-collar workers. The 
sources indicate little change for the period after 1924. “The majority of the Nazi 
leadership of Hamburg in the years 1926-27,” remarked former Gauleiter Albert Krebs, 
“derived from the middle and lower middle classes and still lived by values and goals that 
had been formed in the prewar era.” In October 1929, the district leader in Saxon Freiberg 
was a master bookbinder; scarcely a year later, the local Nazi chapter leader in East 
Prussian Widminnen was a chimney sweep, and he was succeeded by a house painter. 
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Although there is evidence that some workers held leadership positions, this seems to 
have been true only at the parochial levels and in areas with a heavy proletarian 
population, such as the Ruhr or the seaports. And, as a result of the modest publicity 
generated by Anton Drexler and his fellow Munich “workers,” blue-collar laborers were 
most prominent as local leaders during the first three years of the party’s existence, after 
which they were displaced by representatives of the lower middle class. In Bremen in 
November 1922, for example, two of the three local Nazi leaders were blue-collar 
workers, but subsequently their names disappeared from the records. After 1925 workers 
appear to have done somewhat better only at the local or regional electoral levels; possibly 


they were selected as candidates by the NSDAP leadership to polish the party’s image as a 


“workers’ party.” Hence, among the twenty-one candidates who were handpicked to run in 
the provincial elections in East Prussia in 1929, 33 percent were manual laborers. 
Following the Reichstag elections of 1930 and 1932 workers constituted 20 percent of the 
deputies: a low figure if compared with the percentage of workers in the Reich, but high in 


comparison with that of other political parties.[619] 


In contrast to the obvious underrepresentation of workers among the Nazi leadership, the 
picture for the elite as portrayed by the conventional source material is not very clear. For 
instance, among intermediate party leaders below the highest rank of Gauleiter, men with 
academic backgrounds were reported in 1926-1928 for Hamburg and in 1930-31 for East 
Prussia and Thuringian Gera. For Eutin in the early thirties, Lawrence Stokes found that 
12 percent of the Nazi leadership were members of the upper middle class, which would 
suggest an overrepresentation of the elite in this small-town area of Schleswig-Holstein. 
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Because the conventional evidence, which has served as the basis for all previous 
historiography on this topic, is so spotty, a new set of figures drawn from more 
representative samples has been prepared for this study. Samples for the greater Bochum 
area, Thuringia, and the Reich between 1925 and 1928 indicate that the elite was much 
more heavily overrepresented among Nazi Gauleiters than in the general membership, 
while the converse was true of the workers. And although the lower middle class was 
slightly less prominent in the leadership than in the general membership, it was clearly 
overrepresented in both. In 1929, for the Reich as a whole, the percentage of socially 
privileged (elite) men remained high among the Gauleiters alone, whereas the elite 
percentage was much lower among the regional and local Nazi functionaries taken as a 
whole — a mixed population including agitators and conveners as well as various ranks of 
NSDAP leaders and their deputies, ranging from Ortsgruppenleiter up to Gauleiter. In the 
same two groups both the lower middle class and elite were overrepresented, the latter 
heavily so, while the workers were underrepresented. A positive correlation between class 
and operational function is also indicated by the 1930 percentages of the three classes in 
four different Nazi leadership groups — the Ortsgruppenleiters in Kassel and in Harburg, 
the agitators from Baden, and the Reich Gauleiters. The more important such party 
functions were, and the higher the party prestige resulting from them, the greater was the 
likelihood of elite membership. In these four corps of functionaries the elite was 
overrepresented and the workers were underrepresented. Significantly, the workers were 
least in evidence in the most prestigious of the four groups, the Reich Gauleiters (where 


the elite predominated relative to the Reich population), and were best represented at the 


local chapter level. There the share of the elite was smaller than at the Gauleiter level, but 
that class was still overrepresented. For the lower middle class, too, representation 


diminished as rank advanced from the lowest cadres to the highest. 


In 1931 at Lüneburg the representation of elite functionaries fell below their percentage 
in the Reich, but this may have been because the elite was generally underrepresented in 
the region. By contrast, in the same year the elite was very heavily overrepresented among 
the Reich Gauleiters. 


Until the Reichstag elections of September 1930 the Gauleiters were beyond question 
the most important single body of party leaders upon whom Hitler could rely. But after 
these elections, as the NSDAP geared up for the influx of more and more upper-middle- 
class and aristocratic members and, concomitantly, for the kind of bourgeois respectability 
that was politically most useful through a strong presence in the local, regional, and 
nationally elected diets, the Gauleiters’ exclusive functions were somewhat reduced. As a 
group they began to be outweighed by an ever-growing number of technocrats, many of 
whom were academically trained and had been recruited from the reservoir of employable, 
yet often unemployed, university graduates who made up the mass of pauperized students 
at the end of the Weimar era.[621] Viewed as a close group, these specialists, who for the 
purpose of this study will be called the “New Functionaries,” soon superseded their 
ideologically stronger rivals from the Gauleiter camp in two important respects. First, 
instead of being assigned merely regionally, within the jurisdictional confines of a Gau, 
they were deployed both centrally and regionally across Gau divisional lines, thus 
potentially countermanding the Gauleiters’ powers. Second, those who had a university 
education either tended to come from upper-middle-class and aristocratic homes more 
often than the Gauleiters did, or as a result of their education had reached a higher rung on 
the social ladder.[622] Among these New Functionaries the percentage of the lower 
middle class and especially of the workers lay well below their percentage of the Reich 
population. Even in the Nazi party, apparently, efficiency could not be attained without 


sound education, and dogma was not a substitute for rationality.[623] 


At every level of the Nazi hierarchy, functionality was closely linked either to some sort 
of specialist training or to status based on tangible socioeconomic assets. It can be shown 
that in any one of the Nazi leadership corps the percentage of lower civil servants — a 
particularly articulate and upwardly mobile group, among whom the public school 
teachers played an eminent role because of their tradition of political participation-tended 


to rise in direct proportion to the operational significance of that particular corps.[624] For 


example, between 1925 and 1928 the lower civil servants’ party membership rate was 
merely 7.3 percent in Bochum and 10.0 percent in Thuringia, but during the same period it 
was 27.8 percent in the Reich Gauleiters’ cohort. In 1929 in the mixed functionaries’ corps 
throughout the Reich, the rate was lower, namely 16.7 percent (column G). At both 
national and regional levels the type of bureaucratic experience that the state servants had 
was needed to run the party apparatus, while such experience was not necessarily required 
at the local levels of administration. In the organically closed unit of the village, for 
instance, the literary and vocal talents of the service class were less important than the 
respectability derived from long-standing residence and property ownership. The criteria 
of social standing in the locality, whatever they might be, were reflected in the Nazi 
leadership structure at the same local level. For example, master craftsmen, merchants, 
and farmers, in the socioeconomic substructure of the Kassel hinterland, constituted 59.3 
percent of the group of Ortsgruppenleiters there (column K). In the Harburg area (column 
M) the most important groups were the workers, who probably commuted to the nearby 
port of Hamburg, and the established farmers of the surrounding villages in Schleswig- 
Holstein (61.9 percent), with the farmers at 38.1 percent being the stronger of the two. 
Within the group of Baden agitators (column O) the high percentage of merchants (23.7) 
is remarkable, probably reflecting the effects of economic depression on the Baden small- 
town infrastructure. The academic professionals, much more persuasive speakers than the 
merchants, showed the next highest percentage, 16.9.[625] Perhaps these academics were 
the vanguard, the first representatives, of those alienated intellectuals who began drifting 
into Hitler’s party in greater numbers at the beginning of the thirties. And finally, in the 
case of the Liineburg Ortsgruppenleiters (column S), it was once again the farmers who, in 
the rural hinterland of the seaport of Hamburg, were at the top of the social system and 
who emerged accordingly as the strongest occupational stratum in the local Nazi 
leadership.[626] 


These findings support the contention that the social structure of the NSDAP functionary 
corps was closely related to the complex system of administrative tasks to be performed 
by the party hierarchy: the higher the degree of skill required, the more qualified and 
sophisticated were the administrative personnel. The NSDAP thus appears to have been 
ruled by the same laws of rationality that governed other institutions, corporations, and 
even other political parties in the Weimar Republic. In that sense the party displayed one 


of the key characteristics of modern industrial societies.[627] 


This viewpoint is further corroborated by an examination of the age of Nazi 


functionaries. Generally, in keeping with the demands made upon them by various 


problems of leadership, functionaries were older than ordinary party comrades, even 
though they were much younger than their political opponents in popularly elected diets. 
[628] This was the case even in the pre-Putsch phase (before November 1923).[629] In 
Greater Bochum and Thuringia between 1925 and 1928 the average age of the common 
membership was 29 and 30 years respectively, while that of the Reich Gauleiters in the 
same period was 36. In September 1930, according to Juan J. Linz, 36.8 percent of the 
rank-and-file Nazis, compared with only 26.2 percent of the leaders, were 30 or below. 
[630] And barely a year later, when the average Nazi functionary was nearing the end of 
his thirties, the ordinary comrades of the movement, if judged by the figure for Eutin, 
were less than 35.[631] For the entire Time of Struggle the percentage of party members 
between 18 and 30 was 42.3, whereas the corresponding figure for the functionaries was 
only 16.6.[632] 


Among the party functionaries age was usually correlated positively with position: the 
higher and more demanding the function, the older the person fulfilling it. At the lower 
levels of the hierarchy, the less important functionaries (Ortsgruppenleiters) tended to be 
younger than the more important ones (Kreisleiters).[633] In 1929, when the mixed group 
of Reich functionaries had a mean age of 33 years, the more prestigious Gauleiter corps 
had a mean age of 38. In 1930 the average age of the eighty-three Ortsgruppenleiters in 
Kassel was 37,[634] whereas for the Reich Gauleiters it was 39 (column R). The Baden 
agitators (column P) were younger than both of these groups. Their mean age of 33 is 
explainable in terms of the relative immaturity of university students and recently 
graduated academic professionals, people who were well suited to dispense propaganda 
but were by no means typical of either the rank and file or the leaders at that time. In 1932 
the Gauleiters’ average age of 38 (see figure 11) differed little from that of all the National 
Socialist Reichstag deputies (39), a situation that was attributable to the exchangeability of 
Gauleiters and deputies during that phase of party history. Reichstag candidates were at 
least as important to a political party seeking public backing as were its top internal 
leaders; indeed, some Gauleiters such as Goebbels were made to serve in both positions 
simultaneously.[635] It is significant that in 1932 the New Functionaries (technocrats) in 
the Nazi hierarchy were not appreciably younger than the Gauleiters: their mean age of 
37.3 years reflected not only their completion of academic training but also a considerable 
measure of professional experience.[636] Maturity and experience were essential 
preconditions for service in administrative positions within a party preparing for the 
takeover of the national government. An analysis of the age of Gauleiters by social class 


between 1925 and 1933 demonstrates that the more socially elevated and, presumably, the 


better educated a Nazi functionary was, the older and consequently more worldly-wise and 
urbane he tended to be (figure 12). Characteristically, the Gauleiters of proletarian 
background ranked low on this scale of interacting values, and the members of the elite 
ranked high. 


It has often been said that during the Weimar Republic the Nazi functionaries, no matter 
what their social class association, came from broken backgrounds and were social 
outsiders or even outcasts. If this is true, it might be deduced that Nazism was fashioned 
as a “protest movement” by a handful of desperadoes who thought of themselves as a new 
“counter-elite” and who were reacting to socioeconomic ills that were, perhaps, the 
outgrowth of World War I and the upheavals that followed it. To this way of thinking, the 
depression that came after 1929 would only have accelerated a trend that had begun early 


in the decade. 


This view might gain credibility if it could be proved that the socioeconomic situation of 
Nazi leaders of all ranks was bleak before they joined the party. Although a few examples 
of economic hardship can be found at the lower leadership levels, the documentary 
evidence is overwhelmingly in favor of the contrary view: Nazi leaders became 
impoverished as a result of their activities on behalf of the party.[637] Lower civil servants 
risked expulsion from the state bureaucracy and small merchants often lost their local 
clientele because of their active commitment to the Nazi cause. Working largely without 
regular pay and driven by a very personal sense of idealism and admiration for Hitler, 
local and regional party representatives often contributed money and produce to the party 
coffers. Such acts of private subsidy frequently bankrupted these functionaries, forcing 
them to resign their party position and concentrate on their own careers. Other leaders 
jeopardized their health by working for the party during the night and on weekends in 
addition to carrying on their regular occupational chores. In this sense the party 
functionaries resembled the more devoted rank-and-file comrades; but among the ordinary 
membership such sacrifices were less common whereas for the leadership core they were 
the rule. Such efforts, in fact, became an element of social distinction that defined the 
functionaries as a closely knit peer group. This pattern was consistent from the beginning 
of the Time of Struggle until Hitler’s assumption of power. Since few accounts of such 


sacrificial service have been published, several examples will be cited here. 


Of Hamburg’s first Nazi leader, Josef Klant, it was said that in 1922 he did not “spare 
himself or his family and friends. His money is the party’s money as well. The earnings 


from his little tobacco store are earnings for the party.” Karl Lenz, born in 1899 in 


Heidelberg, a public school teacher and deputy Gauleiter in Baden (1927), suffered severe 
professional setbacks: “From 1923 till 1933 I was suspended from my job without pay for 
a total of seven years.” Karl Holz, who was Streicher’s deputy in Nuremberg, had joined 
the NSDAP in 1922; having been elected a Nuremberg councilman in 1924, he became so 
aggressive toward the lord mayor that he lost his permanent civilian position as town 
clerk. After World War II Karl Wahl, the former Swabian Gauleiter, recalled his situation 
in 1927: “I had no income, only expenses. My meager salary as a lawyer’s assistant was 
hardly enough to provide a living, let alone to finance special expenses for party activities. 
My health had suffered much because of this demanding service. During the day I worked 
at my job, while at night I labored for the party, alone with a few of the faithfuls.” “After 
six months as a municipal deputy,” remembered Freiberg Kreisleiter Helmut Bohme 
toward the end of the 1920s, “I lost my employment as a master book binder on account of 
my NSDAP membership. Since then I have been jobless and on the dole.” Onetime 
Gauleiter Rudolf Jordan recounted that two days before Christmas in 1929, when he was 
twenty-seven, his name was struck from the list of prospective schoolteachers by the 
government in Kassel “because of my propaganda efforts for the NSDAP.” East Prussian 
Gau functionary Paul Gillgasch, a traveling salesman, complained in June 1930 that he 
could no longer pay for party telephone calls: “For the time being, I am supporting the 
business of the district office with the proceeds from the sale of razor blades, small 
portraits of Hitler, and leaflets.” A fellow comrade in Tilsit protested in December of that 
year that he was incapable of any further extensions of credit out of his own savings to 
various nearby party chapters, especially because he always had to write “a dozen letters” 
to retrieve the money. And in January 1932 SA leader Viktor Lutze pleaded with the chief 
of the Hitler Youth on behalf of an old party stalwart who had served in various capacities 
and was then an Ortsgruppenleiter. “He is an old National Socialist who has sacrificed a 
lot for the movement,” wrote Lutze. “But now he is at the end of his rope. Utterly 


penniless, he carries on a miserable existence with his family.”[638] 


Nor did the most onerous burdens fall entirely on the men least favored by family or 
professional fortune. Alwin Görlich, the owner of an internationally connected trucking 
company in Lower Rhenish Cleve and a veteran Ortsgruppenleiter and Bezirksleiter, 
stated in June 1932 that his business had suffered significant setbacks because he had 
shelled out “more than 10,000 marks as contributions for the struggle, all in the course of 
three years.” A few months later a similar cry went out from Hans Wiemer, an 
Ortsgruppenleiter, after the two stores he owned in Lusatia had been sabotaged and nearly 


ruined. Clearly, as Martin Broszat has observed, neither opportunism nor materialistic 


greed played a role in motivating such men to enlist in the Nazi cause.[639] 


Not infrequently, a Nazi leader’s personal life was complicated by his real or alleged 
infractions of the law, committed in full knowledge of what he was doing, for which he 
might suffer restrictions on his freedom, court fines, and loss of job tenure. Civil and 
criminal suits were about equal in number.[640] For instance, in Nuremberg between 1926 
and 1930 Harl Holz was sentenced seventeen different times, totaling four months in 
prison and 3,500 marks in fines, for anti-Semitic activities. His superior, Streicher, spent 
fourteen weeks in a prison cell for similar offenses in 1926.[641] In August 1927 Josef 
Grohé, the local Nazi leader of Cologne, wrote to his comrade, Bernhard Dicker, in care of 
Cologne’s Klingelpütz jail, that he would soon join him for three weeks because he could 
not pay a penalty after having “allegedly” insulted a Jew. By the early thirties the number 
of law-offending party comrades had increased to such a point that regional Nazi auxiliary 
committees had to be set up to help their suffering families.[642] Police surveillance of 
local party activity was ever present, even in areas where the NSDAP was not legally 
proscribed by state governments. State servants who were also working for the party, such 
as tax clerk Hardtke in Darkehmen (East Prussia) in 1929, had to be especially wary of the 
authorities; they lived in constant fear of reprisals by the state.[643] Joseph Goebbels may 
well have expressed the Führer’s own sentiments when in June 1932 he sent part of his 
royalties as a writer to eight Berlin co-fighters who were in prison. To one of them he 


wrote, “You have done more for the party than the party can ever do for you.” [644] 


For party workers there was no escape from these economic and legal dilemmas unless 
they either reached a fairly elevated level in the Nazi hierarchy or were successful in 
political elections. A key NSDAP position afforded some measure of economic protection, 
but public office or a deputyship was still better, providing not only token remuneration by 
the state but sometimes free railway passage and, within certain limits, immunity from 
public prosecution even for the most fanatical displays of partisanship. Since the NSDAP 
was notoriously short of funds after 1925, even a Gauleiter’s position might be purely 
honorary or, at best, poorly paid. Only in extreme cases of need did the party come to a 
man’s rescue. In 1932 a Saxon Kreisleiter, unemployed since 1930, was supporting his 
wife and two children on about 68 marks a month that he received from charity, until the 
party granted him an additional subsidy of 50 marks. At that time an unskilled laborer in 
the Reich with no job experience could expect to be earning about 100 marks a month. In 
1927-28 Friedrich Hildebrandt, “honorary” Gauleiter of Mecklenburg, a farm helper, lived 
on 125 marks a month, supported by fellow workers and his patrons, the Counts 
Schulenburg. 


In 1929-30 Gauleiters were put on the party’s payroll. One such functionary, Rudolf 
Jordan, could count on receiving 300 marks a month in 1931. After 1930, when Reichstag 
and Landtag seats could be contested and won by Nazi representatives, who then, at the 
national level, might make up to 750 marks a month plus benefits, high-priority positions 
on the Nazis’ candidate rosters were coveted by many an Old Fighter with hopes of just 
rewards. Under the Weimar election system the top-ranking candidates of a political party 
had the best chance of electoral success. Hence Hitler, counseled by the able Strasser, was 
expected to attempt judicious decision making, not to say arbitration, in rejecting and 
awarding candidacies. If party workers throughout the republican era generally displayed 
more altruism than avarice, the public elections at the end of the Weimar period brought a 
change of heart to many functionaries who believed that the harvest-time had come at last. 
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In spite of all their problems, the Nazi functionaries of the Weimar era did not project 
the image of a group of losers living on the fringes of society. This was true, first of all, of 
the lower Nazi echelons, for not only their socioeconomic fortunes or misfortunes but also 
their nationalist proclivities were shared by millions of Germans of similar age, social 
background, and war-related experience. In this sense, then, the ranks from 
Ortsgruppenleiter to Kreisleiter tended to be rather typical of the masses of petty 


bourgeois and sometimes of workers whom they were seeking to represent politically. 


The situation was somewhat more complicated at the highest levels of the party 
bureaucracy, where a comparatively large number of elite members were to be found. In 
his classic study of 1951 the American sociologist Daniel Lerner established that the 
position of what he called Nazi “coercers” and “administrators,” who would have included 
the Gauleiters and some of the New Functionaries, as a new social and functional elite was 
at best precarious. He claimed that they came from disrupted family and educational 
backgrounds and that, in particular, their broken World War I and Freikorps careers had 
turned them, not excluding the representatives of the old upper classes, into frustrated 
social misfits who had lost touch with the realities of the Weimar Republic, become 
disengaged from the conventional morality of the period, and espoused the Nazi 
movement as their last chance of survival. Altogether, Lerner drew the composite portrait 
of a group of “marginal men.”[646] Recently this view has been challenged by Ronald 
Rogowski, who, in accordance with some of Peter Merkl’s earlier findings, has 
deemphasized the significance of records of ruptured military service and other supposed 
indicators of social and psychological personality disturbance and instead, citing the case 


of the Gauleiters, has stressed the relative elasticity of the Nazi elite by pointing to their 


intergenerational upward mobility. “By the best estimates we can form,” writes Rogowski, 
the Gauleiters “displayed before their entry into the NSDAP a degree of upward social 
mobility that considerably exceeded the German average of even the quite recent 


past.” [647] 


My position, based on an independent examination of the sources, falls somewhere 
between the two extremes presented by Lerner and Rogowski. The upward mobility of the 
Gauleiters between 1925 and 1933 was high, but not so high as that extrapolated by 
Rogowski.[648] Yet the present analysis agrees with his finding that among the vertically 
mobile Gauleiters those who were upwardly mobile far surpassed those who were 
downwardly mobile, and that in consequence these functionaries, as a close group, 
exceeded by a very significant margin the upward mobility standard set by the population 
at large.[649] Hence, in a formal sense at least, the Gauleiters could not have been socially 
so “marginal” as Lerner’s collective biographies of the Nazi “administrators” would 
indicate.[650] At the same time, however, the social “stability” of the Gauleiters lacked 
some of the ingredients of permanence generally associated with elites of long standing. 
Not only because they had recently risen in the social scale but also because of the jump 
some of them had taken in the process of forging ahead many of the Gauleiters feared 
competition from the older, more secure cohorts. Although only 2 percent of all the 
members of the upper middle class (elite) in the Reich had moved up from the working 
class, this kind of movement was characteristic of the Gauleiters’ thrust into the 
established social elite: 17.4 percent of all upper-class Gauleiters came from a workers’ 
background. The fear these men had of being toppled from their elevated social position 
and being pushed back to their originally humble level must have been excruciating, and it 
must have contributed to an overall feeling of sociopsychological insecurity. Because of 
the possibility of friction between this smaller group of highly mobile Gauleiters (17.4 
percent) and the established group of stable elite (39.1 percent), the cohesion of the 
Gauleiter corps must have been very tenuous.[651] As for the lower-middle-class segment 
of the Gauleiters, its degree of self-recruitment from its own class was not significantly 
different from that in the Reich populace.[652] What is startling, however, is the 
comparatively low influx of the working class into that segment of the corps (14.3 percent 
as opposed to 23 percent for the Reich population), and the correspondingly high 
percentage of socially demoted members of the upper class (14.3 percent as opposed to 5 
percent). This shows a higher degree of downward mobility from elite status to the lower 
middle class in the Gauleiter corps than in the Reich.[653] Furthermore, the Gauleiter 


corps had a greater proportion of working-class sons of elite fathers, indicating social 


demotion by two ranks (20 percent). For the Reich population, this extreme degree of 
downward mobility has not gone on record. All these factors suggest that it was not so 
much the high degree of social mobility itself as the social polarities manifested by such 
patterns of movement that gave the Gauleiters a weak sense of social stability. Although 
such qualities as Bildung, commonly associated with elite status, were undoubtedly to be 
found within the Gauleiter corps, in practice its value system inclined toward that of the 
lower middle class because that class predominated in the corps numerically, absolutely as 


well as relatively. 


The same cannot be said of the technocratic specialists (New Functionaries) who flocked 
to the party in the last few years of the Republic. Relatively more of them than of the 
Gauleiters were university-trained and had upper-middle-class or aristocratic fathers. They 
were socially more secure than the Gauleiters, and they were also more cynically 
opportunistic and more capable of doing difficult jobs quickly. Moreover, their wartime, 
Freikorps, or vigilante experience, however intermittent, had not caused a hiatus in 
personality development and hence “marginality,” as Lerner’s matrix of instability 
indicators would suggest, but rather the contrary: it had served as a character-building 
mechanism of the highest order.[654] After all, not just those male university students who 
openly sympathized with Hitler’s cadres but all of those who sat in the lecture halls at the 
end of the 1920s had served in some military capacity or other, and on their own volition. 
The students with shattered psyches were, in fact, those who had not had a chance to 
serve. And had not even the Zeitgeist of the Weimar Republic extolled the ideal of the 
“heroic man” conjured up by intellectuals, bards, and poets who themselves never 
bothered to join the National Socialist camp — such men as Ernst Jiinger, Friedrich 
Hielscher, Ernst von Salomon, and the Reverend Martin Niemoller?[655] 


What was this “lower-middle-class mentality” that most of the Nazi functionaries shared 
with the petit bourgeois core of the rank and file and that constituted another normative 
criterion of their specific character as a cohort? It has already been suggested in the 
introduction that during the Weimar Republic a relationship existed between class and 
mentality. As Ralf Dahrendorf wrote in 1968, despite a lack of empirical evidence on 
which to base an exact examination of mentalities in terms of class criteria, a correlation 
between the two concepts did indeed exist: “There are certain economic, political, and 
social attitudes that adhere to social positions in society just as role expectations do.”[656] 
Dahrendorf himself mentions industriousness or love of hard work; and for the German 
petit bourgeois of the 1920s and early 1930s other characteristics can be added — anti- 


intellectuality, ideological dogmatism, xenophobia, bureaucratic formalism, and 


authoritarian traditionalism.[657] These inclinations and their extensions constitute a 
catalogue of values that may be said, on the one hand, to have been germane to the 
German lower middle class and, on the other, to have possessed a special potential for 


breeding fascist proclivities. 


The average Nazi functionary’s attitude toward abstract thought was in keeping with the 
German petit bourgeois’s customary rejection of all things intellectual. The absence of 
academic schooling led him to suspect formal knowledge as such, which could result in 
turn in the total replacement of rational categories by emotional and even magical values. 
The frequent emphasis by Nazi leaders on Herzensbildung or “education of the heart” as 
an antidote to intellect was as symptomatic of this distrust of rationality as was recourse to 
superstition, fable, or astrology. Hitler’s secretary, Rudolf Hess, seriously believed in the 
supernatural power of the number three; Fritz Sauckel favored legends from the Germanic 
past over history; and Karl Wahl preferred “love” to analysis as a tool of persuasion.[658] 
Virtues of character were extolled rather than faculties of criticism; trustfulness was to 
supplant inquiry. As one East Prussian party organizer, by trade a door-to-door salesman, 
said in 1931, he preferred the “proved” fighters to latter-day converts, for the former 
possessed, “if not always the needed intelligence, a sense of fealty to a much higher 
degree.” By the same token, a man who could demonstrate a good hand in writing 
documents and letters exhibited, by the accepted metaphysical laws of calligraphy, more 
the qualities of moral strength than of intellectual adroitness.[659] 


Yet a basically ambivalent attitude on the part of the German petit bourgeois toward 
matters of the mind and their sociocultural derivatives, such as higher education and 
artistic creativity, has always been one of the quintessential characteristics of lower- 
middle-class mentality, thus compounding its complexity.[660] The capacity to begin a 
chain of thought without developing it to some definite conclusion distinguished the 
German Kleinbürger (petit bourgeois) both from the worker, who refused to think at all, 
and from the Bildungsbürger (man of culture), who thought sequentially. The Halbbildung 
— the half-education of many Nazi leaders — with its deep roots in the realm of the 
autodidactic, the axiomatic, and the apodictical, and with its characteristic absence of 
logic, was evident in the case of Hans Schemm, a Franconian public school teacher and 
later a Gauleiter. This amiable son of a master shoemaker, credited by his biographers with 
a “keen sense of imagination” as well as “spiritual agility,” exceeded the formal 
requirements of a public school seminarist’s training by becoming a devotee of chess as 
well as an admirer of Goethe, Nietzsche, and Richard Wagner. In the course of time he 


became a part-time chemist and, by way of a deep interest in bee cultures, something of a 


biologist. Mixing his acquired knowledge with the prejudices and convictions prevalent 
among his social peers, he not only became a fervent anti-Semite but was allegedly able to 
“prove” the validity of anti-Jewish thought by likening it to the biological processes 
revealed to him through his studies of insects. Magnetic and good-looking, Schemm 
gained a reputation for maturity and solid if unorthodox accomplishments in many areas 
of learning. At the height of his career he came closer to the terribles simplificateurs of 
Jacob Burckhardt’s vision than any of the other Nazi leaders except Adolf Hitler, whom he 
resembled in charismatic appeal.[661] A kindred spirit of Schemm’s, though certainly of 
lesser stature, was Karl Holz, the Nuremberg town clerk who prided himself on the daily 
“hour or two” of reading that he managed while in prison — preferably translations of 
novels by Charles Dickens — and who could pass as an artist. Another was salesclerk 
Josef Grohé of Cologne, of whom it was said that he excelled through a combination of 
“unerring instinct and rich knowledge, acquired by assiduously studying every available 
political publication, both books and journals.”[662] 


Nazi party leaders as a group lacked one of the essential qualifications of the true 
intellectual, namely, the capacity for “the independent and deliberate use of the 
word.”[663] This characteristic was inversely related to the nature of Nazi ideology. 
Insofar as this ideology was the outgrowth of syncretistic thought (though, as Eberhard 
Jackel has shown, it did not lack some inherently logical passages), it was a typical by- 
product of lower-middle-class thinking.[664] Moreover, the amorphous structure of the 
Nazi Weltanschauung as expressed in Mein Kampf could be digested piecemeal by the 
intermediate lower-middle-class functionary, who, never eager to comprehend the 
quintessence of an issue, was content to remember and regurgitate snippets of the doctrine 
to suit his immediate purpose.[665] It has been observed with some justification that one 
of the reasons for Alfred Rosenberg’s failure to become a genuine Nazi “revolutionary” 
was the internal logic of his arguments, even though they were based on false premises. 
His main work, Myth of the Twentieth Century, was described by Hermann Rauschning in 
1937, not without a trace of sarcasm, as simply not irrational enough. In its relative 
cogency it smacked of the intellectual establishment, causing Rosenberg to be stigmatized 
as the “clandestine [upper-] middle class member of the Nazi elite” and to lead a 


precarious existence in the party.[666| 


Rosenberg was not the only Nazi “intellectual” of upper-middle-class breeding who 
fared badly with the Führer even before 1933. Dr. Artur Dinter, a chemist, religious 
sectarian, and author of several racist novels, propagated an ideology of his own, which, 


though not essentially different from Hitler’s, was more streamlined and far more 


convincing in its argumentation. In addition, by incorporating religious issues within its 
catechism, it could lay claim to a transcendental dimension, completely missing from 
Hitler’s work, that would appeal to the formally educated elite.[667] Evidently afraid of 
competition, Hitler had Dinter fired as Gauleiter of Thuringia in October 1927.[668] 
Dinter happened to be an “intellectual” whose skills were not called for in the party’s 
ranks. Other lesser leaders of some intellectual standing could flaunt their intellectuality at 
times without too much fear of internal repercussions. When Dr. Georg Usadel, an 
Insterburg upper-school teacher and local party boss, was attacked by his East Prussian 
district leader for being an “individualist” unsympathetic to the objectives of National 
Socialism, Usadel responded with a letter that was so sardonic as to be totally 
incomprehensible to the addressee. Usadel’s use of irony as a tactical form of defense, 
which was utterly unlike the approach of the generally humorless rank and file, could only 
be matched by the pen of Dr. Joseph Goebbels, a fellow intellectual traveler who was 
equally untypical of the Nazi leadership.[669] 


To the regular party worker, what mattered was not so much the content of the ideology 
as the method of disseminating it. The manner of presentation was the message, and 
emotional appeal was superior to dialectic. In this idiom Hitler had proved himself to be 
the ultimate master; his treatises on propaganda in Mein Kampf are admittedly among the 
most original pieces of composition in the entire book.[670] In addressing any given 
crowd, a showman’s antics were of paramount importance. Hence Gera’s Kreisleiter, the 
physician Dr. Engelstädter, was rated in the fall of 1931 not on his medical degree but on 
the “popular delivery of his speech.”[671] Whenever political opponents refuted a Nazi’s 
arguments in a systematic way, they were to be silenced not by logic but by high-volume 
rhetoric. This is implied when Nazi chroniclers report that in public rallies functionaries 
were able to rebut “in the sharpest and most successful manner,” and that they 
“dispatched” their adversaries “in the most brilliant fashion.”[672] It mattered little if the 
paragraphs of the party program or tenets of Hitler’s Kampf were distorted beyond all 
meaning: as far as Nazism’s economic theory was concerned, it was such a hodgepodge of 
ideas as to make sense only to its creators, and as late as 1927 Mein Kampf reportedly had 
not been read by a large majority of the highest-ranking Nazi leaders. Consequently, in 
1925 a party convener was rumored to be speaking about the “Protocols of the White 
Goats” rather than the “Protocols of the Elders of Zion,” and during the prosperity of 1927 
another made the inane forecast of a “new inflation.”[673] But these slips did not matter to 
the largely lower-middle-class crowd, whose value system was already attuned to the 


propaganda of proselytizing zealots who came from similar psychosociological 


backgrounds, and whose instructions at the highest Nazi indoctrination centers were low 


in dogmatic content but rich in mass psychology.[674] 


The one ingredient of the Nazi Weltanschauung that matched the prefashioned world 
view of both the functionaries and the party comrades was racism, in particular anti- 
Semitism, which sprang from a combination of xenophobia and simplistic Social 
Darwinist notions. Fear and hatred of strangers were commonplace among Germans of all 
walks of life after World War I, but they were most pronounced in lower-middle-class 
cohorts, who, unlike the elite, knew no foreign languages and had not traveled widely, and 
who, unlike the workers, felt a need to expand their geographic or linguistic horizons. Not 
only had a comparatively large number of Nazi leaders remigrated to Germany after 
having experienced the persecution syndrome of growing up German in a sea of 
unfriendly “natives” — a fate that the contemporary völkisch poet Hans Grimm 
dramatized in his best-selling novel, Volk ohne Raum (People without Space) — but many 
of them could not forget the Russians from the Eastern Front, the French they had fought 
after the invasion of the Ruhr, or the Poles they had confronted in the Silesian Freikorps 


units.[675] 


A few of these leaders may have developed their contempt for Jews while struggling for 
economic survival in foreign lands.[676] But most of them thought they had found plenty 
of occasions at home to foster hatred of the Jews, a hatred so violent that in some cases it 
bordered on the pathological. Besides Streicher, whose demeanor toward Jews is easily 
traceable to sexual maladjustments, there was the Hamburg Gau leader, Klant, who in 
1926 trained his cat to refuse fish that was announced as coming “from the Jews.” Anti- 
Semitism was such a matter of conviction among Nazi functionaries that many of them 
knowingly staked their careers on it. Both Franz Schwede and Robert Ley jeopardized 
their civilian positions because of anti-Jewish agitation, thus paving the way for their 


elevation to the uppermost strata of the Nazi leadership.[677] 


Finally, these largely lower-middle-class functionaries possessed what has been called 
the “authoritarian personality.” Patriarchal and prudish at home, which by no means 
precluded the possibility of a double standard in sexual relations for a paterfamilias 
beyond the confines of his private household, these men took full advantage of their 
elevated position in the family unit, one that had been established long before World War 
I. It was predicated upon a value system that was antiquated, antiemancipatory, 
antimodernist. The essence of their traditionalism was their illiberalism: the fundamental 


belief in natural inequalities. In small-town milieus, they frequently subscribed to a 


Stammtisch-Kultur, a beer-hall culture that came alive after 7:00 P.M. in neighborhood 
hangouts and that thrived only in the peer group to which every member belonged. It was 
in these exclusively male-dominated local gatherings in the backrooms of taverns, in glee 
clubs, and in various associations for the preservation of national-völkisch ideals, where 
the drinking was heavy and incidental vulgarities flourished, that irrational men generated 
antidemocratic demonstrations in which they participated with unbridled, self-indulgent 
sentimentality.[678] These local peer groups, where the individuality of a single member 
counted for nothing unless it could manifest itself in a collectively asserted force, served 
as germinal cells of a higher-purposed Gemeinschaft. The German Kleinbiirger pubs of the 
Time of Struggle became, as it were, the seed beds of totalitarianism in the much wider 
landscape of National Socialist dictatorship. In such environs, pre-1933 Nazism celebrated 


its greatest triumphs and won over its most promising converts. 


8 — PEACETIME 


JANUARY 1933 TO SEPTEMBER 1939 


With Hitler’s assumption of the chancellorship on January 30, 1933, the NSDAP became 
the official state party, wielding clearly monopolistic powers. It underwent a multifaceted 
metamorphosis that affected the status of its common members and especially of its 
professional and semi-professional functionaries. These changes came in the wake of 
expansion, which was needed in order to deal with the welter of new administrative 
problems that had to be solved in the Reich. By the end of 1934 the party apparatus 
increased its strength from a few hundred full-time workers to nearly three quarters of a 
million dedicated zealots (full-time and part-time). Less than five years later — shortly 
before the war — the party included 1.7 million officers, counting everybody from the 
regionally organized core leadership cadres to the various ancillary and adjunct 
organizations. This expansion resulted mainly from the creation and subsequent growth of 
two new types of Nazi “leaders” at the grass-roots level, below the Ortsgruppenleiters: 
Blockleiter (block leaders) and Zellenleiter (cell leaders).[679] These positions, 
established in 1933 to ensure closer contact with party members at large in everyday 
situations, were filled in 1934-35 by 204,359 block leaders and 54,976 cell leaders. By 
January 1939 there were 463,048 block and 89,378 cell leaders — increases of 126 and 62 
percent respectively — while the ranks of Ortsgruppenleiter and Stützpunktleiter (outpost 
leader) together grew only from 20,724 to 28,376, representing a gain of only 37 percent. 
[680] The ranks above Ortsgruppenleiter increased even less spectacularly.[681] 


A better understanding of the enlarged Nazi hierarchy after 1933 requires a more 
thorough explanation. After his assumption of power, Hitler, with the aid of Dr. Robert 
Ley (head of the party’s organizational section), along with Rudolf Hess and Martin 
Bormann, covered Germany with a network of party administrative units. These units 
were organized according to much tighter hierarchical principles than those that had 
prevailed during the Time of Struggle.[682] The Führerprinzip (leadership principle), 
which required the delegation of authority from the supreme party leader down to the 
lowliest Blockleiter, was strictly followed. Hitler dealt directly with the Reichsleiter 
(Reich leaders) at the peak of the NSDAP’s hierarchy, most of whom had been his 


personal friends and loyal cronies from the earliest days. Although the Reichsleiters 
worked from a central pivot (either Munich or Berlin), had specific tasks to perform, and 
were, by virtue of their rank as well as their ready access to the Führer, nominally superior 
to the regional party representatives, the Gauleiters, they exercised no jurisdiction over the 
Gauleiters in either a “constitutional” or a technical sense. In practice, the Gauleiters 
reported only to Hitler, with Hess or his chief aide, Bormann, acting not as superiors but 
merely as liaison officers. The Gauleiters, however, whose regions often coincided with 
the provinces and states, directly commanded the Kreisleiters (district leaders) within their 
regions. The Kreisleiters in turn gave orders to the Ortsgruppenleiters (chapter leaders), 
and the Ortsgruppenleiters gave orders to the Zellenleiters. By 1936 an Ortsgruppe 
encompassed about 1,500 households or family units. Depending on the density of the 
region, the Ortsgruppe might embrace only a city suburb or perhaps a few villages in the 
countryside. (If an Ortsgruppe was very small or was still in the process of formation, it 
was called a Stutzpunkt — outpost — and its chief a Stützpunktleller. Stützpunkts were 
found mainly in the countryside.)[683] Each Zellenleiter, in turn, oversaw between four 
and eight blocks, and a corresponding number of Blockleiters, on the lowest rung of the 
party ladder, reported to him. In 1936, after some organizational streamlining, one block 
comprised forty to sixty households. This rigid vertical structure, similar to a pyramid with 
Hitler at the peak and a veritable mass of party servants at the bottom, was augmented 
horizontally by a subsystem of deputies, wardens, and various kinds of specialists such as 
propaganda experts, so that theoretically not even a Blockleiter was without his consorts 
(the so-called Block walter — block guardians), who might represent the interests of 
ancillary organizations.[684] 


The most significant change made after the takeover in 1933 had to do with the degree 
of authority enjoyed by the Nazi functionaries. The enlarged share of tangible power, 
much of it exercised by over 90 percent of the regionally deployed leadership corps, 
sprang from a dual conception of legitimacy: that based on the Nazi movement’s 
“revolution” and that arising from the linkage between the party and the state offices that 
resulted from the Law for the Unification of Party and State of December 1933.[685] 
Hence the infiltration of all levels of the state bureaucracy by officials of the NSDAP was 
essential, and it was supported post factum by such academic luminaries as Professor Carl 
Schmitt. Gauleiters, for instance, might assume the responsibilities of Lander premiers or 
commissars or could at least take on Länder cabinet posts, and Kreisleiters could become 
county chiefs (Ländrate). Ortsgruppenleiters very often served as mayors, especially in the 


smaller towns, and even Blockleiters assumed complementary posts in municipal 


administrations.[686] Still, the party had to avoid emasculating itself by overstaffing the 
governmental agencies with its functionaries. Although the gradual usurpation of the 
traditional bureaucracy was one of its declared goals, the double, triple, or even quadruple 
workloads given to party workers often made them more than usually inefficient. 
Consequently, in 1937 (February 19) in an attempt to prevent the NSDAP’s already low 
prestige from falling even further, Hess decreed that the posts of Kreisleiters and Landräte 
should no longer be held by the same man. This measure, however, was hard to implement 


because of the chronic personnel shortage.[687] 


The public’s low estimate of the NSDAP functionaries, as well as of all kinds of party 
comrades, was largely a result of the way in which party officials carried out their tasks. 
Although the higher officials, the Gauleiters, were visible mainly through pomp and 
ceremony rather than clearly recognizable administrative acts, the presence of the 
Kreisleiters and Ortsgruppenleiters was directly felt, and the cell and block leaders were 
active everywhere. Any Kreisleiter, for instance, could make a ruling regarding the 
permanent employment of a teacher, a ruling that was regarded as official. In the same 
educational area an Ortsgruppenleiter was empowered to accept or reject parents who 
wished to serve as school trustees. The Kreisleiters’ realm also included regional work- 
creation programs and the selection and training of youthful party cadre recruits, and the 
Ortsgruppenleiters routinely selected the cell and block leaders and supervised their work 
in the Volksgemeinschaft.[688] 


The institutionalization of block and cell leaders at the base of the party pyramid was 
obviously meant to strengthen the party’s hold on the civilian populace by giving a huge 
number of small functionaries power to virtually invade the family’s private sphere. To the 
common man the concept of totalitarianism was physically embodied between 1933 and 
1945 by the insidious Blockleiter, who used the authority of party and state to force an 
alliance between the masses and their rulers by the application of outside pressure. The 
Blockleiter’s official mandate required regular visits to the families of his precinct; he was 
to monitor the party activities of his charges and report them to his superiors. It was 
important to him whether or not the children were enrolled in the Hitler Youth 
(particularly before March 1939, when such service was not yet compulsory) and whether 
or not the head of the household donated money for party purposes. Ostensibly he ran 
small errands, selling badges, distributing leaflets, or disseminating details about ever- 
changing party regulations; in actuality he was always on the lookout for individuals who 
might be straying from the party line. His special rapport was with genuine Nazi party 


comrades to whom he gave advice and whose membership dues he collected, but he dealt 


with every adult German on a day-to-day basis. He was the party’s town clerk, town crier, 
and mailman, and his overriding and securely anchored function was to be an unpaid stool 
pigeon. Altogether, his job was not an enviable one, and undoubtedly the reason many 
men became Blockleiters was to escape party harassment themselves. Morale was 
chronically low among these wretched party servants, and since masses of them were 
needed, the NSDAP even resorted at one time to hiring non-party members instead of the 
Old Fighters who were usually sought.[689] 


A party functionary’s membership number was an important indication of his status 
within the party hierarchy. According to the regime’s criteria it was prestigious for a party 
servant to have joined the movement before January 30, 1933, and especially so before 
September 14, 1930, when the NSDAP won its first landslide victory in the Reichstag. As 
with any revolutionary elite that has assumed supreme power and subsequently embarked 
on a course of consolidation — a more recent example is Castro’s elite in Cuba — the 
most attractive spoils had to go to the pioneers of the movement. Because of the relative 
corporate stability of the upper and intermediate leadership strata, Reichsleiters, 
Gauleiters, and most Kreisleiters and Orts-gruppenleiters were Nazi veterans of long 
standing, stamped by a tradition of unwavering dedication to Hitler’s cause. But below the 
rank of Ortsgruppenleiter, the combination of high personnel turnover, constantly 
increasing recruitment needs, and comparatively low functional prestige caused a much 
greater influx (and outflow) of “new” party members and made these lower cadres much 
more heterogeneous. Thus a positive correlation existed between rank and corporate 
stability; the higher up the pyramid the party functionary group stood, the more uniform 
and entrenched it was.[690] 


One might think that after 1933 the conceptions of social prestige usually associated 
with vertical mobility were not as important in the Nazi party as the “revolutionary” 
norms of in-group distinction represented by the label “Old Fighter.” This calls for an 
analysis of the social composition of the newly augmented NSDAP hierarchy after Hitler’s 
assumption of power, beginning with the Reichsleiters at the top. They constituted Hitler’s 
camarilla, were formally sanctioned in the new system of party and state, either by being 
appointed to a cabinet post, as were Frick, Göring, and Goebbels, or by holding ministerial 
rank in a state government, as did Hans Frank (Bavaria’s Minister of Justice), Franz Ritter 
von Epp (for a while State Commissar of Bavaria), Göring (Minister President of Prussia), 
and Karl Fiehler (Lord Mayor of Munich). (In addition, some Reichsleiters, such as 
Goebbels and Baldur von Schirach, doubled as Gauleiters, and Ley was a former 
Gauleiter.)[691] 


The social composition of the Reichsleiter cadre demonstrates once again that the higher 
the rank, the greater was the proportion of the elite class (upper middle and former 
aristocracy) in it, and the smaller the proportion of the other two classes. Among these 
highest functionaries the elite was more than twenty-four times stronger than it was in the 
Reich population, whereas the lower middle class was heavily underrepresented (29 as 
opposed to 43 percent) and the workers were not represented at all.[692] There is little in 
the biographies of these Reichsleiters to suggest either professional or social uprootedness. 
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Among the seventeen Reichsleiters who were members of the elite, all but three or four 
were so well established socially that they would certainly have succeeded in their chosen 
occupations; they did not need the Nazi party to embellish their careers. This applied in 
particular to five of the six retired senior officers above the rank of lieutenant (Walter 
Buch, Ritter von Epp, Göring, Konstantin Hierl, Adolf Hühnlein, and Ernst Röhm), one of 
whom was a general (Ritter von Epp) and another a colonel (Hierl). Of the eight university 
graduates, there was not one who either had not had a job before becoming active in the 
Nazi movement or was not intelligent enough to find one: Frank and Goebbels were 
young intellectuals with solid university records who, in spite of emotional imbalances, 
would have succeeded in any field or calling; Frick was a veteran senior administrator in 
the Bavarian government; Ley held a comfortable position with the IG Farben works in 
Leverkusen; Richard Walther Darre, Otto Dietrich, and Himmler, although not necessarily 
facing the brightest professional prospects, had the potential to establish themselves in 
respectable upper-middle-class positions. The only merchant among the elite members of 
the cadre, Joachim von Ribbentrop, not actually of aristocratic birth (he had arranged to 
inherit his “title” from an aristocratic namesake for professional and social reasons), 
nevertheless, came from a very well established family and had been able to make his way 


into the executive lounges of a major company. 


Within the elite group of Reichsleiters only Göring, Hess, Baldur von Schirach, and 
Alfred Rosenberg might have become “marginal men” (in Daniel Lerner’s terminology) if 
they had not joined the party. Despite Göring’s talents as an aviator, which had brought 
him the Pour le mérite, Germany’s highest medal, during World War 1, his extravagant 
life-style might have led to economic trouble and social decline had it not been for his 
marriage into the Swedish nobility early in 1923. Hess, though a World War I lieutenant 
and something of a flying ace, could have been counted as a member of the lower middle 
class except for the fact that, while studying at the University of Munich, he had been 


appointed assistant to a famous professor, General Karl Haushofer; if he had not become a 


Nazi, he probably would have completed his doctorate and become a professor under 
Haushofer’s patronage. As for Schirach, when he was studying German literature in 
Munich he never came close to reaching the university position Hess achieved and in fact 
devoted very little time to his studies, but he did have some talent as a writer and would 
probably have graduated along with the majority of his classmates. Besides, his patent of 
nobility and his upbringing instantly identified him as a member of the social elite. 
Rosenberg was a more problematical figure. He had taken a Russian degree in architecture 
but had never practiced his specialty. Living as a Baltic German emigre journalist in 
Munich, he was hardly known for his writings before he met Hitler. Still, when he did 
choose to organize his thoughts, he was a very competent writer and probably would have 


joined the editorial board of some right-wing magazine, newspaper, or publishing house. 


Within the other group of Reichsleiters, the seven that came from the lower middle class, 
the career pattern seems to have been equally undisturbed. Max Amann, a retired 
noncommissioned officer from World War I days, was making his living in various 
businesses before he joined the party; later, as head of the Nazi-owned Franz Eher 
publishing house, he was to show an astonishing capacity for dynamic management. 
Fiehler, Willy Grimm, and Franz Xaver Schwarz were all well-placed lower and 
intermediate bureaucrats, the last honorably retired. Philipp Bouhler, a former army 
lieutenant, was a white-collar employee, and Viktor Lutze was a merchant. The only truly 
“marginal” individual was Martin Bormann, whose original trade was farming but who 
had become involved in the right-wing political Feme murders and had actually served 
time in jail before joining the Nazis.[694] 


In considering the social mobility pattern of the Reichsleiters, one is impressed by the 
high degree of stability. Measured in terms of intergenerational mobility, 80 percent of all 
Reichsleiters were socially stable. Of those, 75 percent were cases of self-recruitment 
within the elite (upper middle class or aristocracy). The social mobility that did exist was 
exclusively positive — from lower to upper class. There were no workers in the 
Reichsleiters’ families, either fathers or sons. The intergenerational status continuity of 
this cohort appears to have been matched by its physical stability. During the whole of the 
period from 1933 to 1945 there were only three fundamental personnel changes: R6hm 
was murdered, Hess flew to England, and Lutze died.[695] Horizontal shifts in position 
also occurred, but they did not alter in any way the social homogeneity of the Reichsleiter 
caucus: for instance, Frank moved from Munich to Poland, Himmler and Rosenberg 


became cabinet ministers, and Schirach changed over from Berlin to Vienna. 


Social homogeneity also existed, but to a lesser degree, in the Gauleiter corps. Next to 
the Reichsleiters, the Gauleiters remained the most physically stable group of 
functionaries in the party hierarchy after 1933, with the most important personnel changes 
resulting from corps enlargement after the Anschluss in 1938-39.[696] In terms of 
intergenerational social mobility, the pattern after 1933 was not very different from that of 
the Time of Struggle.[697] 


It is interesting to compare the Gauleiters’ social mobility with that of another Nazi elite 
cadre that was not composed of NSDAP functionaries: the SS officer corps. While still 
more vertically mobile than the general German population, the SS leaders appear to have 
been more stable than the Gauleiters; moreover, in their social movement, whether upward 
or downward, they seldom crossed more than one class barrier.[698] This comparison not 
only underlines the social instability of the Gauleiters relative to the SS, but also indicates 
the somewhat more conservative character of the SS leadership corps as a status- 
enhancing vehicle: the SS, despite its quasi-revolutionary appeal, served more as an in- 
status recruitment mechanism, especially for the conventional elite, than as a vehicle of 
socioeconomic improvement for socially disadvantaged men — at least at the leadership 
level.[699] 


This leads to the question of class representation and resultant functions in the party 
leadership corps below the rank of Reichsleiter. Generally, it can be said that one of the 
original laws governing leadership and management in the NSDAP was continued after 
January 1933: that the importance of a functionary’s position correlated positively with his 
social status and acquired expertise. Early in 1935, for example, persons with 
administrative experience, such as civil servants (who belonged either to the lower middle 
class or the elite) were most common among the Gauleiters and least common among the 
rank and file.[700] As another example, in 1941 among the intermediate corps of 
Kreisleiters, the strength of the elite was a little more than half than what it was among the 
heavily upper-class Gauleiters, while in the next year, among the Gauleiters, the 
proportion of the elite was more than triple what it was among the Nazi members or rank 
and file. The elite also played a part in two other cadres, situated outside the vertically 
stratified order of Nazi core functionaries (whose responsibility and complementary range 
of qualifications decreased with the physical size of their jurisdictional area):the Reichstag 
deputies and the New Functionaries. After 1933 the Reichstag deputies played merely 
perfunctory roles on the political stage and therefore did not need much ability or training. 
Characteristically, their elite share in 1933 was somewhat smaller than that of the 


Gauleiters; and since, like the Reichsleiters and Gauleiters, they were a physically stable 


body, this ratio did not change significantly during the Nazi regime. The New 
Functionaries or technical specialists were quite a different case. Because of the stale’s 
diversified requirements after Hitler’s assumption of power, their ranks expanded through 
the absorption of highly qualified technocrats, who then superimposed themselves on the 
vertically stratified leadership corps. The newcomers to this group hailed almost 
exclusively from the higher circles of society, so that between 1932 and 1934 the corps of 
specialists as a whole increased its already high elitist proportion from 54.6 to 63.4 
percent.[701] Because their administrative functions, if not necessarily their rankings, 
were higher than those of the Gauleiters, their elite representation also continued to be 
higher. By 1941 these experts, solidly established within the NSDAP leadership, were 
more or less identical with the service class of Amtsleiter or agency heads. In that year, by 
virtue of their high supervisory functions in both central and regional NSDAP offices, the 


Amtsleiters’ elite percentage was appreciably higher than that of the Gauleiters. 


Two observations may be made about the percentage of workers within the various 
cadres of party leaders. First, workers continued to be visibly underrepresented in all 
cadres. Second, the evidence suggests some deviation from the earlier thesis that party 
rank correlated positively with class and expertise. For instance, in 1941, contrary to 
expectations, the proportion of workers in the Kreisleiter corps was actually lower than in 
the Gauleiter corps. Evidently, the work of the Kreisleiter appealed very much more to 
members of the lower middle class than to the working class. In other cases, however, the 
correlation formula still applied. At the humblest level of political representation in Nazi 
Germany, that of the local (municipal) diets, the appointed delegates, the majority of 
whom lived in the countryside and in small towns, had a much higher proportion of 
working-class members than did the Reichstag deputies, Gauleiters, New Functionaries, 
and Amtsleiters, who were all higher up the pyramid. Conversely, the local delegates’ 
proportion of elite members was much lower. But in all of these groups except the New 
Functionaries the lower middle class was inordinately strong, in both absolute and relative 


terms; in fact, it was hardly ever underrepresented at any level of the Nazi hierarchy. 


The limitations of the data do not permit a comprehensive analysis of the social make-up 
of the administrative party ranks below that of Kreisleiter. This is unfortunate, since the 
Ortsgruppenleiters, Stiitzpunktleiters, Zellenleiters, and Blockleiters made up 99.7 percent 
of the regionally deployed, vertically stratified leadership at the lowest levels in 1934-35 
and 99.8 percent of it in 1939. Although it might be reasonable to assume that the lower 
the rank the more closely its sociological pattern coincided with that of the total 


membership and, beyond that, with the Reich population, there seem to have been 


exceptions that were determined by the peculiarities of the local or territorial 
socioeconomic infrastructure. Thus in the Reich at the end of 1934 the percentage of 
workers among Ortsgruppenleiters and Stiitzpunktleiters combined was about 10.8, well 
below the figure for ordinary Nazi party comrades (33.2 percent). Yet in Thuringia it was 
14.3 percent, close to the 15 percent figure that was recorded some fifteen months later for 
the rural area around Memmingen (Bavaria). Since Memmingen was definitely rural and 
Thuringia was more rural (small-town and agrarian) than metropolitan, it is probable that 
the workers who collaborated with the Nazis by acting as low-level functionaries were not 
predominantly urban dwellers. Here, then, is a parallel to the situation of workers in the 
ordinary party membership after 1933. Conversely, however, in high-density city centers 
even the lower-level functionaries tended to come more often from the lower middle class 
and even from the elite, as exemplified by two party chapters in Munich in midsummer 
1934: in the aggregate sample of thirty-three functionaries at or below the level of 
Ortsgruppenleiter, about one third were from the social elite.[702] A sociological 
congruence between regionally based functionaries’ cadres and corresponding groups of 
ordinary members was most likely to occur when the lowest cadres in the leadership 
hierarchy, such as the block and cell leaders, were augmented horizontally by various 
auxiliary, volunteer, or other local party helpers such as wardens and deputies. Hence in 
Thuringia, where between 1934 and 1939 no more than 1,400 functionaries could have 
been Stiitzpunktleiters, Ortsgruppenleiters, and Kreisleiters, the total of all “Politische 
Leiters” (political leaders) has been documented as about nineteen times that number. 
Significantly, in early 1939 the social structure of these 26,000 or so “functionaries” of 
varying degrees of distinction appears to have been more like that of the total Thuringian 
NSDAP membership (87,258 in late 1934) than like the structure of the other leadership 
categories. Likewise, for the Bavarian rural district of Traunstein in 1937-38, in a regional 
sample of nearly five hundred offices maintained by the lower party functionaries from 
cell leader down to block guardian, about 39 percent of the offices were held by workers 
and the rest by members of the lower middle class, with the exception of some 5 percent 
held by the elite, including managers, higher civil servants, entrepreneurs, and academic 
professionals.[703] 


It is fair to conclude that at least in the higher and intermediate echelons of Nazi 
leadership the prominent occupations were those that entailed either respectable local 
social standing or a sufficiently high degree of literacy. In this sense, the social tendencies 
of the Time of Struggle were actually strengthened and even quasi-institutionalized. This 


is hardly surprising, because after 1933 it was essential to introduce more rationality into 


the administrative processes of the party apparatus. Two examples of strongly represented 
occupations are farming and teaching. Farmers were relatively strong in the rural 
administrative areas of the party. Consequently, Stiitzpunkts, which were mostly rural, had 
a significantly large percentage of farmers as Stiitzpunktleiters. As a rule, the percentage 
of civil servants in an NSDAP office was directly related to the prestige of that office, with 
teachers generally accounting for more than half of the civil servants in a cadre. The 
teachers’ share — both within the Nazi civil-service group and within the functionary 
corps — appeared highest in those localities where teachers traditionally enjoyed 
relatively high prestige. It was probably among the Stiitzpunktleiters of the countryside 
that the teachers emerged in their greatest strength, though they were also well represented 
in the Kreisleiter corps. Generally speaking, in fact, civil servants were greatly 
overrepresented in all the functionary cadres compared with their position in the Reich, 
and the teachers as a separate occupational stratum were more heavily overrepresented in 
the total leadership corps than any other civilian profession in the Reich. This proves the 
existence, during the Nazi regime, of an interaction between the importance of 
administrative tasks to be performed at party levels and competency as manifested by 


literacy. 


In considering the age factor of the functionary corps from 1933 onward it might be 
asked whether the laws that governed the development of the age pattern before 1933 also 
applied during the Nazi regime. Three observations have already been made in regard to 
the earlier period: (1) the party leadership was generally older than the rank and file; (2) 
age correlated positively with rank and office; and (3) original social status (class) and age 
(maturity based on many years of training and expertise) were reciprocally related. 
Although there is less certainty that all these laws applied after 1933, it is clear that as far 
as age is concerned, all the leadership cadres stagnated between 1933 and 1945. Because 
of limited evidence, however, it is difficult to say whether the rate of ossification was 


faster among the functionaries than among the ordinary party comrades.[704] 


What the data do suggest is that the most distinguished NSDAP cadres also tended to be 
the oldest, as had been the case before 1933. The prevailing Nazi recruitment processes 
perpetuated this condition, for the more prestigious a cadre formation was, the smaller was 
the likelihood that it would or could induct new members. Hence from 1933 to 1945 the 
Reichsleiters at the top of the hierarchy were not only the oldest peer group, relatively 
speaking, but also the most immobile from a recruitment point of view. Significantly, their 
rate of aging in this time span was higher than that of the Gauleiters, who came next in 


rank, average age, and turnover. In 1933 the mean age of Reichsleiters was 43 and that of 


Gauleiters 40; by 1944 these mean ages had shifted upward to 54 and 48 respectively. 


Various records pertaining to another leadership group, the Reichstag candidates, once 
again suggest a similarity between the Gauleiters and this national deputy cohort. For 
example, in 1933 a group of fifty-one Franconian Reichstag candidates (of whom only a 
small number were actually elected to office) had a mean age of 40, the same as the Reich 
Gauleiters’. Again, in 1938 the mean age of the Berlin Reichstag deputies was very close 


to the Gauleiters’ — only two years younger.[705] 


The average ages of Gauleiters and Kreisleiters (one rung apart on the ladder) may also 
be compared directly. In 1939 the Kreisleiters’ mean age was 37.5 and the Gauleiters’ 44. 
Two years later these values were 41 and 45 respectively. The proportion of Kreisleiters in 
their twenties diminished from about 14 percent in 1934 to just under 8 percent in 1939, 
and finally to about 3 percent in 1941; for the 18- to 40-year-old group the proportion 
declined from 69.9 percent (end of 1934) to 64.5 percent (1939) and then to 52.6 percent 
(1941). 


For the ranks below Kreisleiter the figures are sparser, but the data indicate that in 1934- 
35 the strength of the prime age bracket (31-40) in the ranks from Kreisleiter on down 
gradually diminished from the top to the bottom level. Conversely, the lower ranks were 
stronger in the most promising age group (18-30), which would reach the desired level of 
operational maturity (31-40) ten years later.[706] Interestingly, counts that were made to 
establish the strength of the promising under-30 generation among mixed groups of 
political leaders up to the rank of Ortsgruppenleiter in three Frankfurt suburbs during the 
late summer of 1939 resulted in comparatively high percentages from that generation: 9.6 
for Riederwald, 15.6 for Obermain, and 28.6 for Berkersheim.[707] 


Undeniably, as the dictatorship moved from peace to war, the local ranks were growing 
relatively older, instead of remaining at a fixed level.[708] This phenomenon cannot be 
explained by pointing to the recruitment of youth and to the casualty figures for the forces. 
Such explanations would be tenable only if the party had contributed its leadership 
personnel to the military effort in the trenches at an unusually high rate. But such was not 
the case: the party not only sent a smaller share of its functionaries into battle than did the 
ordinary Nazi male membership, but also, of those who took up arms, fewer were lost. 
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In actuality, the increasing age levels of the leadership cadres resulted from two factors 
that led potential young recruits to view a party career with increasing apathy. At the 


upper levels, from Reichsleiter down to Kreisleiter, the vertically stratified leadership core 


tended to be monopolized by Old Fighters who were generally reluctant to make room for 
young newcomers, while at the lower levels, from Ortsgruppenleiter down to block 
guardian, the incentives to young potential office holders were minimal. The levels of 
Reichsleiter or Gauleiter may in theory have held certain attractions for qualified young 
men with strong desires for influence and power, but those levels were closed so tightly 
that not a single applicant was considered who had not joined the NSDAP before January 
1933. At the level of Kreisleiter, however, the rules for restaffing were not quite so strictly 
applied; and by 1941 Kreisleiter openings had begun to appear for post-1933 party joiners 
that back in 1934 had been exclusively staffed by Old Fighters.[710] Although from the 
point of view of age alone the need for constant personnel replenishment at all functionary 
levels was acknowledged in the highest party circles, and especially so as the war 
progressed, the younger men, gifted and highly trained, could not comprehend why they 
should have to stay in some lower party job, waiting for promotion, while higher-placed 
cronies refused to relinquish what appeared to be quite undeserved sinecures.[711] And 
positions at the Ortsgruppenleiter and lower levels, which would have welcomed even 
“New Fighters,” simply did not appeal to young Germans, including the graduates of the 
Hitler Youth, as long as more rewarding, prestigious, and adventurous posts were offered 


first by the mobilization effort and then by the war economy. 


The question remains whether class and age were positively correlated among the Nazi 
functionaries after January 1933. While such a correlation undoubtedly existed during the 
Time of Struggle, the data do not wholly support its continuation during the regime. 
Among the Gauleiters the elite stratum continued to be older than both the lower-middle- 
class and the working-class strata until 1937, when the average age of the lower-middle- 
class Gauleiters began to rise steadily above that of the two other social layers (figure 12). 
By 1937, too, the elite’s representational curve had reached its nadir in a movement of 
gradual deterioration that had started well before 1933 (figure 10). Possibly, the group of 
socially superior Gauleiters who managed after 1937 to maintain their stance against their 
lower-middle-class colleagues were identical with the group of younger, allegedly more 
able Gauleiters who, as Bormann’s fledglings, were instrumental in carrying out the new 
administrative tasks precipitated by mobilization and war. That would, of course, reverse 
the third formula — that of a reciprocal relationship between social status and maturity — 
that had been in operation before 1933. But alternatively there may be no connection 
whatever between a decline in the proportion of elite-stratum Gauleiters and a decrease in 
the Gauleiters’ average age. Indeed, some of the evidence indicates that after 1933, 


because of in-group closure at the upper end of the functionary body and chronic failure of 


self-recruitment at the lower end, the factors of social class distinction that might 
otherwise have had a bearing on age were entirely inoperative. In 1934 the additional 
group of New Functionaries that had joined the established cohort after January 1933 was 
collectively 43 years old — three years older than the Gauleiter corps, a fact that would 
have coincided with the higher elite content of the New Functionary cadre, so that the 
expanded group of New Functionaries in 1934 was only six months older than the 
Gauleiters (40.5 years old as opposed to 40). Yet comparisons for 1941 do not appear to 
sustain a continuation of this pattern. For in that year the Amtsleiters — virtually an 
extension of the earlier group of New Functionaries — had the same average age as the 
Gauleiters, namely 45, even though their elite segment was considerably stronger. A year 
later the situation was still more confusing, for then the Gauleiters were, on average, 46 
years old, while the trusted party stalwarts and lower-grade functionaries, with their 
relatively small percentage of elitist members, were 47. The data are no more enlightening 
at the Reichsleiter level. A juxtaposition of the average age figures of the (larger) elite 
stratum and the (smaller) lower-middle-class group shows that the elite Reichsleiters were 
on the whole a year older than those from the lower middle class, but this small difference 
over the entire regime period is too insignificant to support a positive correlation between 


age and social status. 


The value system predominating at the lower leadership levels of the Nazi party, the 
system that spread to the higher levels and worked even beyond the party to put its stamp 
on German society, was that of the lower middle class. For in spite of the relatively strong 
representation of the social elite (accompanied by a correspondingly weak representation 
of the working class), the lower middle class was consistently in the absolute majority in 
all but the very highest functionary bodies. This state of affairs, or rather mentality, was 
made possible by the political changes instituted after January 1933, which sanctioned the 
rule of the “plebeians,” as Lerner termed the mass of Nazi leaders. As a consequence, 
despite the heavy numerical representation of the German elite at the top of the NSDAP 
leadership, the sociocultural value system to which that elite would normally have 
subscribed would have been completely overshadowed by the value system of the lower 


middle class, as had been the case before 1933. 


Most functionaries, during their halcyon years of power preceding the war, retained 
many of the salient mental characteristics of their Time of Struggle predecessors. For all 
but the most intelligent and educated of them, a prefabricated ideology continued to be 
substituted for rational and independent thinking; prejudice, particularly the racial kind, 


supplanted objectivity. The concentric circles of paladins within Hitler’s wide-ranging 


entourage, no less than the host of block and cell officials that comprised well over 90 
percent of the entire Nazi leadership, were ill-read provincials who spurned books as well 
as art and music, despite occasional pretensions designed to demonstrate their Kultur. 
Speer recalls that even among Hitler’s immediate associates anyone who had just returned 
from a vacation in Italy was regarded as an expert in foreign affairs by the rest of the 
camarilla. It was common knowledge among Hitler’s intimates that the Führer held 
Joachim von Ribbentrop in high esteem as an Anglo-American specialist because of the 
latter’s earlier activities as an odd-job man in Canada.[712] Often, when Nazi 
functionaries had to make important public statements, their specious, stilted speeches, 
reflecting their conventional education, caused great amusement in higher society. Yet 
what else could be expected when the erstwhile farmhand Hildebrandt. Gauleiter of 
Pomerania, was allowed to hold forth on “Nordic culture,” and unsophisticated instructors 
of the upper Hitler Youth cadres, who at one time might have absorbed biographical tidbits 
about Schiller and Goethe, taught incorrectly that one had assassinated the other?[713] 
Figures of speech did not come easily to such pedants as Reich Party Treasurer Schwarz 
or Party Secretary Bormann, who excelled in the primary German virtue of 
industriousness. Heinrich Himmler left a plethora of supercilious memoranda and 
patronizing letters for posterity to read, but his allusions to established wisdom are forced 
and his historical parallels often miss the point. Himmler’s style may have been unique; 
but he had tens of thousands of little epigones who reasoned in very similar fashion and, 


as was obvious to the more enlightened, with the same pathetic results.[714] 


Hampered by such limitations, the functionaries were called upon first to train 
themselves, each rank teaching the next, right down to the most impenetrable Nazi party 
comrade, and then attempt to indoctrinate the whole adult population outside the party. As 
decreed by the regime, the ideological training of functionaries by functionaries — 
Schulung, as it was called — was an important ingredient within the broad spectrum of 
party activities. Its main precept was the idea of Menschenführung, leadership of men, by 
holding high the example of good character. It was believed that “good character” was the 
result of Herzensbildung — education of the heart, that archetypical ideal of the Time of 
Struggle. Menschenftihrung stressed physical appearance and personal prowesss in leaders 
and their retinue, as evidenced by sports achievements and a healthy eugenic pedigree. In 
keeping with these vitalistic goals, a sense of discipline, propagandistic talent, ideological 
correctness, comradeship, and no more than a modicum of formal, institutionalized 
schooling were also desirable. To apply Menschenführung was the prerogative of Führers, 


of leaders, in a tight chain of command, and it had nothing whatever to do, as Hess once 


reminded his subordinates, with the rational act of “governing by fountain pen or 
typewriter.” Because it was derived from character, Menschenfiihrung as a moral category 
eluded all attempts at well-reasoned conceptualization; rather, it aspired to loftier, 
metaphysical planes. Bormann defined it concisely when he stated that Menschenführung 
was “not a question of science, but a question of the heart and political instinct.” It came 
to serve as the guiding principle not only of leadership selection at most levels but also of 
functionary patronage and tenure in the case of loyal Old Fighters who really should have 


been dismissed for their governmental inadequacies.[715] 


For want of qualified applicants at the lowest leadership levels, block and cell leaders 
often had to be appointed without the prerequisite party schooling. This defect might have 
been partly remedied during the Hitler Youth training, but since relatively few young men 
were coming from the HJ, older novices were appointed whose ideological slates bore 
only the most rudimentary Nazi notions. In those instances where Schulung did take place, 
it followed the stereotypical guidelines laid down by the Nazi leadership core. Records for 
1936 that have survived from a Gau training center in East Prussia show that disciplines 
and routines conducive to Menschenführung in the historic Nazi context were taught 
above all else. Calisthenics, paramilitary skills, flag ceremonies, and marches and forays 
into “enemy” border areas abounded, all to be practiced as group activities under the 
command of a camp “leader.” Beyond such physical and, in its broadest sense, sensual 
activity, appealing to instinct rather than reason, the only food for thought consisted of 
crass ideological subjects, including “race science, history, history of the Nazi movement, 
German, program content [Programmatik — _ ideological propaganda] and 
geopolitics.”[716] 


Within the Nazi party, the content of Schulung probably appealed to the lower-middle- 
class, parochial temperament of most trainees. But Schulung became more problematical 
when newly ordained functionaries acted as praeceptores Germaniae by preaching it to 
the various strata of German society in an effort to force the birth of the homogeneous 
Volksgemeinschaft. In the case of the general public the specifically Nazi value system 
clashed with conceptions held by those of other social classes and cultural traditions. 
These clumsy attempts at National Socialist proselytizing eventually became one of the 
chief reasons for the political leaders’ growing unpopularity.[717] Simple-minded block 
leaders who went from house to house peddling their ideological wares were rebuffed by 
the more educated, or by those proud of their own social station, including even many 
workers.[718] The higher leadership must have realized that sociocultural harmonizing 


would be difficult, because they made attempts to have party representatives work with 


those of their own social background, and in particular to recruit block leaders from the 
upper layers of society in order to impress the elite. Not uncommonly, faux pas were 
committed by party hacks at the grass roots level in both the town and the country. Some 
overzealous Nazi officials who in 1937 denounced the Christian faith were no more 
appreciated by pious housewives in Hanover, Swabia, or eastern Bavaria than had been 
the East Prussian propaganda wardens who in 1933 lectured pompously on the “evils” of 
Judaism to dignified ladies already appalled by anti-Jewish demonstrations. It is true that 
occasionally these difficulties were sufficiently appreciated within the party hierarchy so 
that adjustments could be made. In the fall of 1933 in Bremen, NSDAP speakers of less 
than average intellect were very reluctant to hold forth on weighty issues of party and 
state, and a few years later the upper Nazi echelons directed their local representatives to 
avoid answering questions during field work, “unless one really knows what one is talking 
about.”[719] 


In the final analysis, however, the new’ functionaries could not realize their proclaimed 
aim of transforming German society because, even under the relatively stable conditions 
that preceded the war, when the country’s prospects appeared bright to many Nazi 
sympathizers, they failed in trying to become the new, natural leaders of the people. They 
found it exceedingly difficult to don the robe of a “future upper class,” to play the role of a 
“counter-elite” (Lerner), and to take over where the old elite had supposedly left off. 
While some of them were showing contempt for various forms of social intercourse 
customarily espoused by the upper class, such as the old-style dinner parties, others by 
contrast were lobbying for admission to the exclusive supper clubs and casinos of the old 
establishment, with no obvious intention of undermining them. Nothing expressed more 
succinctly the difficulties of transition from the old elite to the new than this contradiction 
in behavior. The attempt of some functionaries of the “revolution” to eliminate the 
traditional barriers to authority through insult and invective was really a symbol of their 
own impotence, not of their strength. In the hallowed temples of learning — bastions of 
the old ruling order — pathological Jew-baiters like Streicher publicly claimed that if the 
Führer’s brain were placed in a set of scales, it would outweigh all the professorial brains 
in Berlin; and the haughtily autocratic Bavarian Gauleiter Adolf Wagner threatened elite- 
conscious student fraternities with instant proscription unless they turned Nazi, and 
quickly.[720] 


The petty, small-town mentality of the predominantly lower-middle-class leadership 
corps could not grasp the idea that efficacy was one of the key factors of rational 


administration — of just such an administration as that which had evolved logically from 


the principles practiced for decades in Germany. The Prussian and the Baden models were 
preeminent, and although before 1918 the one had leaned as much to the autocratic side as 
the other had inclined toward the liberal, they had both been the products of upper-class 
ingenuity. The Prussian model, extending from the reign of the Great Elector (1640-1688) 
to and beyond the post-World War 1 revolution, was famous for its neat delineation of 
bureaucratic and executive prerogatives, which in post-1918 constitutional terms 
translated into responsible functions for the representative parliament and in bureaucratic 
practice manifested itself in an optimal degree of precision and incorruptibility on the part 
of the state administration.[721 ] 


The Prussian governmental system was the exact opposite of the haphazard governing 
scheme of the Nazi leaders at all levels of the hierarchy. Because some leaders claimed 
their authority from state positions held jointly with party office, they may have retained a 
vestige of the legality and efficiency accompanying the established bureaucratic norms 
that derived directly from pre-1933 governmental usage. But in the many more cases in 
which a leader’s power rested solely on the putative legitimacy of the Nazi movement, 
administrative circumspection was supplanted by impulsive self-interest, and institutional 
jurisdiction tended to give way to arbitrary, and largely ineffectual, rule. The looser the 
ties were with traditional government and bureaucracy, the wider the areas of arbitrary 
power became and the greater the likelihood of this power being applied by brutal force 


and individual oppression. 


This curiously dualistic character of Nazi authority, deriving from both party and state 
and blurring the margins of arbitrary power, constituted — so it has been convincingly 
argued — one of the cornerstones of the Hitlerian dictatorial system. If it is accepted that 
Hitler allowed, indeed encouraged, a certain measure of administrative license to be built 
into the power base of every NSDAP functionary, it follows that the Führer not only 
tolerated but actively fostered the growth of the kind of Nazi leader who, while observing 
the strictest formal obedience to his superiors in the hierarchy, was at liberty to exercise 
what appeared to be personal, even whimsical, domination over his immediate 
subordinates. This was, in fact, the essential meaning of the leadership principle.[722] 
Only against this background can one comprehend the extent of indiscriminate political 
action at every leadership level, as well as the high degree of self-righteousness and the 
seeming absence of fear of censorship from above. Because party leaders of every kind, to 
a greater or lesser extent, followed the novel Nazi standards of public behavior, a 
specifically Nazi code of political ethics gradually developed that helped to shape their 


corporate identity as a socially homogeneous in-group. 


It is, of course, a truism that the exercise of political power based on human egotism 
tends toward abuse of the governed rather than toward paternalistic benevolence. 
Significantly, the available empirical evidence indicates that Nazi leaders were rarely, if 
ever, motivated by benevolence. Yet two examples of kindly behavior by leaders at the 
lowest levels — behavior prompted by their negative reaction to irregularities from above 
— show that not all Nazi functionaries needed the officious but hollow exhortations issued 
by Hess and Ley to the effect that Nazi leaders should mix with the people and further 
their best interests.[723] In Westerland on the North Sea island of Sylt in the summer of 
1936, Ortsgruppenleiter Jakobsen sided strongly with his charges, mainly blue-collar 
workers, after being subjected to the arrogant and insensitive conduct of visiting Cologne 
Gauleiter Grohé. And in the Upper Bavarian countryside, Stiitzpunktleiter Sturm, himself 
a laborer, was sympathetic to people trying to leave the farms in search of higher wages in 
the cities, in protest against “farmers who are living off the fat of the land and knowingly 
depriving their servants of the bare essentials.”[724] More frequently, Nazi leaders, 
claiming to reconcile the natural opposites of populist appeal and stringent regimentation, 
boasted that they were fulfilling particular needs in their own precincts; in reality, though, 
they were simply feeding their own egos. Self-seeking Gauleiters even went so far as to 


set up foundations for the indigent, “in order to curry public favor.”[725] 


Hermann Rauschning’s insight that the Nazi system worked well mainly because of its 
oppressive mechanisms, in which “everyone is the other man’s devil, everyone supervises 
everybody,” attains a new validity when one considers the many cases of frivolous abuse 
of power at all levels of leadership.[726] At the bottom of the hierarchy, the use of block 
and cell personnel as spies for the regime was a treacherous abuse of their position of trust 
vis-a-vis the people; the ubiquitousness of these nauseatingly inquisitive though bumbling 
tyrants cannot be overemphasized.[727] In February 1934, at a higher level, a rurally 
based Stiitzpunktleiter reported to his superiors the name of a traveling salesman who had 
just accused the Führer of over-taxation. At a still higher level the capricious acts of 
Ortsgruppenleiters ranged from reprimanding BBC listeners and informing on political 
attitudes to wanton shooting of Jews during the regime’s anti-Semitic campaign of 
November 1938. Higher still, a Kreisleiter could do all this and more, including interfering 
out of sheer malice with the affairs of an ancillary organization, or dispatching men and 
women in droves to the concentration camps. Finally, a Gauleiter or Reichsleiter had 
almost unlimited power over the individual liberties of ordinary civilians; to the average 
German, such a leader’s hostility could mean death instead of life. With these “little 


dictators,” as Count Schulenburg called them in 1935, literally everywhere, unrestrained in 


the use of powers that could wreak havoc, it is not difficult to believe Hess’s assertion, 
made in June 1935, that “the political evaluation of a fellow German very often is of the 
gravest consequences not only for his own future, but also for that of his family.” Here 
was the origin of what was to become “prosecution of next of kin” during the final years 
of the Third Reich.[728] 


The arbitrariness of the local and regional potentates manifested itself in other ways. 
Most of them ruled too much, but some of them ruled too little: absenteeism on the part of 
Gauleiters or even Kreisleiters was not unheard of.[729] And this fitted well into the 
picture of the Nazi regime as a system of competing rivalries, in which at a given 
leadership level everyone fought with everyone else, with Hitler presiding securely at the 
top of the pyramid. There was no end to petty party intrigues. Goebbels was known to 
despise all the other paladins because he deemed them more stupid than himself. Gauleiter 
Wahl of Swabia was almost cheated out of his office by Munich’s Gauleiter Wagner, who 
conspired with Ley in this matter. Himmler and Rosenberg kept up a somewhat ludicrous 
battle over Nazi ideology. Gauleiters like Streicher, Biirckel, Mutschmann, and Koch 
became so successful at these games that, to all intents and purposes, they enjoyed 
absolute political power over their “subjects”; only Streicher, in the course of time, was 
tripped up by becoming involved in a monstrous case of corruption in his region. And it 
has aptly been said that one of the reasons why Hess flew to England in 1941 was that, not 


being adept at scheming, he was being overtaken by the unscrupulous Bormann.[730] 


Corruption and graft, rampant in all ranks of the leadership, constituted merely another 
side of this phenomenon. They arose as a natural consequence of the Old Fighters’ 
mentality, which was geared to the dictates of a spoils system: now was the time to reap 
the material rewards for the sacrifices of the Time of Struggle. This again correlated with 
the lower-middle-class mold of the leadership core; materialistically minded shopkeepers, 
white-collar workers, or even lower civil servants, who gradually entrenched themselves 
in positions of political power, found it harder to resist temptations to enrich themselves 
than had the members of the old elite, who were either too high-minded or too wealthy to 
succumb.[731] Possibly, as Rauschning suggested more than forty years ago, this was yet 
another function of Hitler’s principle of divide et impera: to encourage the vanguards of 
the “revolution” to wrongfully enrich themselves, thereby creating a common 
consciousness of guilt that tied all the “culprits” to the supreme leader as the ultimate 
arbiter who could then grant them absolution.[732] Hitler was the charismatic leader who, 
as Max Weber has explained, “rejects as undignified all methodical rational acquisition, in 


fact, all rational economic conduct.” By those terms, his underlings were the “charismatic 


warriors,” for whom “booty is both means and end of the mission.”[733] 


It was not that Hitler’s lieutenants were badly remunerated. Except for the bottom levels 
of block, cell, and local chapter leaders, where men tended to serve in an honorary 
capacity, the salaries and expenses paid to all NSDAP officials were more than enough to 
ensure them a comfortable existence.[734] As a rule, these were above the average paid 
for comparable positions in private industry or even in the conventional civil service. The 
higher the position, the better the emolument, and the greater the opportunity to 
accumulate riches and offices, including those of state. Reichsleiters and Gauleiters 
customarily could expect to be granted a Reichstag seat, which would bring them 500 to 
600 marks monthly on top of their party salary. Thus the German Reichstag, having lost 
all of its former constitutional functions, was turned into an institution for rewarding 
proved Old Fighters. Other gratuities also accrued as a result of party office: a mansion, 
for instance, such as the one financed out of Cologne municipal funds for Gauleiter Grohé, 
or the one purchased with government money for the personal use of East Prussian 
Gauleiter Koch. In 1935 Hans Schemm, the Gauleiter and Bavarian Minister of Culture, 
was Said to have earned 200,000 marks a year — 70,000 from his offices and the rest from 
his activities as a party journalist. If an official felt that his rewards were not high enough, 
he could always ask for more. In 1934 the former Gauleiter Paul Hinkler, who was not at 
that time a Reichstag delegate, complained that he could not subsist on the 500 marks 
(comparable to the stipend of a Kreisleiter) he was receiving as police chief of Altona- 
Wandsbek. Two years later, this former public school teacher was back in the ranks of the 
deputies, at a time when the unemployed in the national work-creation programs had to 
get along on less than 60 marks a month.[735] 


Whatever graft and corruption occurred at the base of the hierarchy is understandable in 
light of the low financial compensation for those largely honorary jobs. But at the upper 
levels Hitler actually sanctioned financial abuse as a convenient method for deploying 
Nazi power. Of course, the origin of the post-1933 transgressions could be traced back to 
the irregularities practiced by a largely lower-middle-class leadership during the Time of 
Struggle, and therefore they were not unique.[736] But whereas those of the Time of 
Struggle had been haphazard, the later malefactions developed into a system. At the 
Kreisleiter level and below, such improprieties came to resemble common felonies, and 
hence the malefactors were more easily indicted by those who dared to indict them. At 
these levels concerned public prosecutors found it least difficult to stamp out petty crime. 
Thus it was possible for the Ortsgruppenleiter of Ebermannstadt in Bavaria to be 


successfully tried on charges of embezzlement and forgery in November 1935.[737] There 


is evidence to suggest that the higher party stooges, who committed the more serious acts 
of larceny, ended up beyond the reach of conventional justice and even without party 
disciplinary action because Hitler willed it so, despite the lip service that Hess paid to the 
ideal of personal incorruptibility after the Röhm affair.[738] Gauleiters like Erich Koch 
and Friedrich Karl Florian were particularly skillful in maintaining “special accounts” for 
large amounts of money that could not be traced and that even Party Treasurer Schwarz 
had difficulty in bringing under his control. Joseph Biirckel, who in 1938 was Gauleiter 
and State Commissar in Vienna, had at that time a million and a half marks at his disposal, 


stashed away in various bank safes and inaccessible for audit.[739] 


The tastes of the party bosses became more expensive as they connived at laying their 
hands on ever-larger caches of funds. They developed an obvious predilection toward the 
way of life practiced by the old elite, and their attempts to imitate it marked them as true 
petty bourgeois parvenus. These bloated men attempted to live in opulent villas that before 
1933 they could only have dreamed about but that became more readily attainable during 
the gradual expropriation of the German Jews. While it is true that only a few could afford 
the sort of grandiose dwelling that Bormann built for himself not far from Hitler’s Berghof 
in Berchtesgaden, many tried to ape the pretentiousness of Göring’s hideaway, Karinhall, 
albeit on a smaller scale, or to adopt the runic decor revived by Himmler’s SS. Many 
aspired to set up a private hunt; most of them, in stark contrast to Hitler’s frugality, 
enjoyed a heavily laden dinner table. At the Gauleiter level, ostentation reached absurd 
heights when someone like Wilhelm Kube ordered schoolchildren to stand at attention 
during his regular small-town visits and was attended by personal lackeys at mealtime. 
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Finally, nothing characterized the self-seeking attitude of these petty despots better than 
their greed for illicit sexual adventure, for alcohol, and for oversized cars. These longings 
identified them as frustrated upstarts from the lower levels of German society who naively 
thought that if they adopted such tokens of upper-class superiority the ouster of the old 
ruling order would be as good as accomplished. Ironically but not untypically, they 
misjudged the social values attached to these symbols in the scale of prestige. Illicit sex 
was not so generally accepted by the German upper crust as it was, for instance, by the 
French haute volée. As for the use of alcoholic beverages, German etiquette demanded 
that quality should be considered above quantity and, above all, that personal composure 
should never be lost. And although large automobiles were undoubtedly a status symbol 
for the influential few, men of culture often spurned such vehicles in favor of more 


unobtrusive transportation. From 1933 to 1939, when material goods were still plentiful 


and the euphoria over the formal change in power had not yet died down, the caricature of 
the average Nazi party boss would have been that of a stocky Kreisleiter approaching 
middle age who after an evening of too much beer was making advances to a BDM leader 
in the back of his chauffeured limousine. Such were the byproducts of intermediate 
political power prior to the outbreak of hostilities in the fall of 1939.[741] 


9 — WARTIME 


SEPTEMBER 1939 TO 1945 


World War II, not surprisingly, made an enormous impact on the social structure of the 
Nazi bureaucracy. The pressures imposed by the conflict naturally led both the general 
population and the regime to expect more from the party, and these increased demands 
necessitated changes in the pattern of leadership. Yet, although certain critical aspects of 
the bureaucracy changed during the course of the war, there was little change in the 
relationship between social status and administrative demands; class conditions 
throughout all leadership ranks remained remarkably stable not only from 1933 to 1939 
but right on to the end of the Third Reich. 


Much of the information in this chapter is anecdotal rather than empirical because 
archival sources are still comparatively barren with regard to the status of Nazi leaders 
during World War II. Yet whatever primary evidence does exist will be sufficient, in 
conjunction with (secondary) accounts from memoirs, diaries, and other non-primary 
material, to document the history of the Nazi party functionaries through the war years — 


a history that is not at all inconsistent with that of the Nazi bureaucracy in peacetime. 


The problem of leadership recruitment, which had been difficult even before the fall of 
1939, was further complicated by the exigencies of war. One of the obvious reasons for 
this was that seasoned party officials of military age were being increasingly called to the 
colors, and that other potential replacements were young men who were leaving either 
school or the Hitler Youth or the special party training centers. After the introduction of 
general conscription in 1935, the NSDAP had been slow to commit its own staff for 
obligatory service in the newly formed Wehrmacht. This was partly due to the growing 
rivalry between the party and the armed forces, expressed especially in the leaders’ 
jealousy of army prerogatives, a jealousy that the Wehrmacht officers met with 
expressions of contempt.[742] Until 1939 party leaders, who could claim exemption in a 
variety of ways, had been largely immune from the military draft. In addition, their 
paramilitary and pre-military schooling tended to be supervised not by the army but by the 
SA. This was changed, however, at the beginning of the conflict: on October 1, 1939, Hess 


rescinded the supervisory privileges of the SA. But even then, party leaders in training 


were put into a somewhat limited program that concentrated mainly on rifle skills. 
Eventually, however, these modest demands had to be stepped up considerably. Judged by 
data from southern Westphalia, whereas only about 15 percent of all political leaders had 
been conscripted by the beginning of 1940, by May 1943 the proportion had jumped to 
about 42 percent. Correspondingly, during the first ten months of 1942 the number of 


specifically draft-exempt key functionaries decreased by approximately one quarter.[743] 


Asa rule, military service at the front was not popular with Nazi party leaders, and they 
did everything in their power to postpone it or prevent it altogether, using as their chief 
excuse the allegedly more pressing problems of the home front. There is evidence to 
suggest that many leaders who were drafted served only in token capacities or for very 
short periods. While the ordinary conscript had no hope of ever v returning from the 
trenches, a top functionary like Baldur von Schirach was able to resume civilian life after 
comparatively light military duties lasting for only six months between the victory over 
Poland and the capitulation of France. Similarly preferential treatment was accorded to 
lesser men, such as deputy Gauleiter Kurt Schmalz. But Kreisleiter Otto Dettmann, whose 
party position was somewhat less important, was obliged to take part not only in the 
conquest of Poland but also in the entire western campaign before being allowed to return 
home in 1941 and dedicate himself to the issues of his native Rostock.[744] A comparison 
of functionaries with common Nazi party comrades shows that throughout the war the 
functionaries had a better chance of escaping the draft, lost a smaller share of their men as 


casualties, and received a smaller number of military decorations.[745] 


Archival records imply that when functionaries did report for war duty, they were quite 
successful in staying behind the lines, perhaps even in positions of relative comfort. In 
fact, Nazi leaders at the front came to be regarded by the regular soldiers as shirkers or 
cowards. At home, at the height of the conflict, it was rumored that if party bosses had to 
join the military, they usually managed to take over plush administrative posts in the 
newly acquired territories where fighting had ceased.|746] There were party men who 
served with distinction, who preferred to make the supreme sacrifice rather than return to 
the routine duties of the home front. Nevertheless, the typical leader claimed military 
exemption; this was done partly in order to maintain his seniority, which would have been 
suspended while he was in the Wehrmacht. 747] 


For many leading functionaries the war turned out to be a blessing in disguise. Their 
already well-developed instincts for spoils led them into areas that offered lavish booty 


and extraordinary professional opportunities. The suspicions on the home front concerning 


the sybarite’s diversions in the “new” territories were well founded. By reliable accounts, 
Poland was a favorite nesting ground for functionaries who, when drafted for war service, 
were able to land an armchair post, often as the consequence of a formal promotion in 
rank. For instance, a 35-year-old butcher who had attended the party training institute at 
Sonthofen was whisked into the position of Kreisleiter in a subdivision of newly acquired 
Polish Wartheland in 1940; and Kurt Schmalz’s first wartime posting was that of a deputy 
Gauleiter in the same recently created Gau. Old Fighter Balnus, an Ortsgruppenleiter in 
Tiegenhof, also managed a promotion to deputy Kreisleiter in the formerly Polish district 
of Zempelburg, until he was forced to don a Wehrmacht uniform. After the invasion of 
Russia in the spring of 1941 these opportunities were further expanded. In September 
1942 Kreisleiter Anton Gerriets of Kolberg (Pomerania) was inducted into military service 
not as a soldier in the armed forces but as “Deputy Director of the Work Area Nikolaiev” 
in the Ukraine, under the control not of an army general but of the party stooge and 
nominal East Prussian Gauleiter Erich Koch, Reich Commissar for the Nazi-occupied 
Ukraine. Indeed, the professional posts opened by the war to party zealots of proved 
loyalty and requisite experience in the leadership ranks seemed at first plentiful and 
lucrative: no sooner had the war begun than Martin Bormann’s right-hand man, Helmuth 
Friedrichs, prepared a list of Old Fighters, all active in the NSDAP hierarchy at the level 
of Kreisleiter or higher, who were earmarked for extended missions with a view to 
enlarging their “personal horizons.” This list of twenty-four names not only includes 
impeccable service credentials but reveals an average age for these men of slightly over 
36, nearly two years below the norm for Kreisleiters at that time. Doubtless, the party 
assigned its top group to the most auspicious posts in what was expected to become a 
geopolitical expansion of gigantic proportions.[748] Even in the highest echelons, 
however, Hitler’s cronies profited most. Gauleiters Koch and Lohse moved from their East 
German provinces to the Baltic states and the Ukraine, where they virtually set up court. 
Hans Frank did the same in Cracow, although he came under certain restraints from the 
rival SS.[749] 


With thousands of personnel being shifted from home ground to serve in the occupied 
territories and with increasing inductions of party staffers into the armed forces, the 
NSDAP leadership shortage in the Reich became more and more critical as the war 
dragged on. The dilemma was multidimensional. Because the inflow of new recruits was 
decreasing, the average age of officials was steadily increasing. The party leadership tried 
in every possible way to attract new, young recruits to its ranks. A freshly graduated 


throng of specially trained Ordensjunker — hopefuls just out of party finishing schools 


like the “Order Castle” at Sonthofen — was dispatched to Poland after September 1939, 
so that the more experienced administrators could stay at home. Beginning early in 1940 
the NSDAP trained approximately one hundred functionaries in a series of ten-day courses 
at Sonthofen. At the same time, leading party strategists in Hess’s office were emphasizing 
the immediate necessity of testing novice party leaders in action. When by the beginning 
of 1941 more territories had been added to the Reich, including some, such as Alsace, that 
contained German-speaking populations, hopes of new recruitment possibilities 
brightened. Still, the deficiencies persisted, and by 1942 they were noted especially at the 
block and cell leaders’ levels. Around 1943, available and qualified men had become such 
a rarity that they were traded from one party agency to another, with arrangements being 
made over the incumbents’ heads. In the spring of that year, according to Goebbels, Hitler 
had to acknowledge within the closely knit circle of his intimates “how extremely rare are 
men of real calibre.” Luckily, in the summer of 1943, because of the elimination of several 
party affiliate offices, some five thousand functionaries were on hand for other party 
chores or, if need be, military service. But this did not help much. A year later, newly 
created “Political Squads,” which were to be staffed exclusively by “fanatically dedicated 
National Socialists” and whose real purpose was paramilitary home defense, turned out to 
be nothing more than a chimera dreamed up by ambitious pencil-pushers working under 
Ley. In the fall of 1944, shortly before the end of the European war, Gestapo chief Ernst 
Kaltenbrunner conceded defeat in the area of leadership recruitment when he cabled 
Bormann from Vienna that it was not even possible to appoint a suitable Kreisleiter to 


replace a deputy Gauleiter, because there wasn’t one around.[750] 


The difficulties were compounded by the realization on the part of the NSDAP master- 
minds that if the war was to be won and the home front protected, the pseudo-bureaucratic 
principle of Menschenführung on which so much of the regime’s administration had been 
based in the initial years of the Third Reich had to be replaced by the governing principle 
of Leistung, or efficiency, as quickly and permanently as possible. Since this proposal 
went against the grain of the predominantly lower-middle-class mentality, it was accepted 
very reluctantly. In November 1939 the party chancellery still vehemently supported 
deputy Gauleiter Kurt Schmalz of Wartheland, formerly of South Hanover, on the basis of 
his character and his alleged ability to win the confidence of the man on the street, while 
at the same time admitting “the extent to which the party was now compelled to heed the 
principle of Leistung.” In keeping with the old attitudes, the men surrounding Hess and 
Bormann still distrusted party leaders such as Dietrich Klagges, the Minister President of 


Brunswick, as a candidate for Gauleiter, “because his forte seems to lie more in the area of 


public administration than in Menschenführung.”[751] In practical field work, however, 
such value systems proved less and less useful, as the case of Kreisleiter Hermann 
Bernhardt shows. In December 1940 Gauleiter Eggeling of Halle asked Reich Party 
Treasurer Schwarz whether he had a place for Bernhardt, who was unbearable in his 
current post. “Despite the best of human qualities,” explained Eggeling, “he simply does 
not possess the aptitude necessary to deal with the issues arising in his office.” Eggeling’s 
concluding remarks were astute and to the point: “Today, many an old and decent party 
comrade carries on under the shadow of tragic failure. While I deplore that this is so, it 
does not alter the fact that such men are just not tolerable in the office of Kreisleiter.” 
Schwarz’s reply was sympathetic, but he was unable to help: it would be impossible to 
employ Bernhardt in the Munich party treasury “since his credentials in no way comply 
with the requirements governing my area of operations.”[752] Yet by the end of 1942 
Leistung had become more firmly anchored as a postulate of government and organization 
within the party. Even Hitler had ordered that in matters regarding personnel deployment 
“personality and performance would have to be the sole criteria of judgment.” Henceforth, 
promotions through the ranks of the party were to be contingent on actual achievement 
instead of on seniority, as had been the custom. These tenets were reemphasized in July 
1944, even though at that time their proper implementation seemed precarious and the 
results uncertain.[753] 


In this final phase of the Third Reich the problem was too deep-seated to warrant a 
solution by decree. The belated infusion of rationality into the party apparatus was 
insufficient to entice prospective candidates to come and stay. In competition with 
lucrative and influential positions offered by industry and the armed forces, even a higher 
career in the party held few attractions for potential neophytes. Ever since 1933 the party’s 
prestige within the population had been declining in direct proportion to the life of the 
regime. Where the incentives were puny, only the least qualified became interested in 
party chores, and “volunteers” at the lowest levels performed only under official pressure. 
“Suitable people there were plenty,” recalls onetime Gauleiter Wahl in regard to the war 
period, “but they avoided an office. Hence our selection had to take place at the expense of 
talent.” There were even cases, though they were rare, of well-placed party officials 
resigning in order to accept positions in industry. Increasingly, high-school graduates 
decided against a full-time occupation in the NSDAP. According to research conducted by 
the SS, the percentage of upper-school leavers contemplating a party career shrank from 
1.1 in 1940 to 0.2 in 1942.[754] 


The hopes of the top NSDAP leaders understandably rested upon the Hitler Youth as the 


foundation for mass recruitment. But after paramilitary training in the HJ these young men 
turned their attention instead to the Wehrmacht, which offered more instant and more 
conventional symbolic gratification, such as an officer’s insignia. Not only did the HJ 
leadership itself become chronically understaffed, as most of its members were drawn to 
the front, but even the graduates of special HJ training institutes turned away from the 
NSDAP to fight the enemy in the trenches. By the spring of 1943 the top party echelons 
had become acutely aware of the likelihood that Hitler Youth veterans, while fulfilling 
their obligations in the army, would get so accustomed to a soldier’s life as to be totally 
estranged from the ways of the party. Hence Ley made the futile recommendation that 
Kreisleiters in Germany should keep in touch with these youths by letter and personally 
look after them on furlough. “Through careful treatment of this very important problem a 
stage must be reached where these young men regard their principal tasks and their 
fortunes as lying chiefly with the party, so that they will remain unconditionally 
faithful.”[755] 


The central problem, of course, was still the closure of the entire leadership cadre at its 
upper end. The Gauleiters, those veritable models of Old Fighters, simply refused to make 
way for potential successors, and they were supported in this attitude by the Führer 
himself. Although the party chancellery’s personnel officers came to recognize the need 
for implementing rational laws of selection and promotion, Hitler, despite the 
organizational chaos and wanton corruption all around him, remained convinced that the 
unflinching fealty of his oldest friends was more important to stable autocratic rule than 
the highest professional qualifications. Yet as long as the path to the peak of the pyramid 
remained blocked to younger, brighter, and more ambitious men, even the Führer could 
not completely close his eyes to the faults and shortcomings of his sycophants, who, as he 
exclaimed in 1942, represented the only dependable reservoir of administrative 
competence in the land. By 1943 it was obvious that some old Gauleiters were either too 
sick or too inadequate to carry on, while a few younger ones who were working along the 
lines of Leistung were putting in more creditable performances. In the last few years or the 
war — not that it would have mattered any more — Hitler, who had already been forced to 
part with Streicher, agreed to relieve Gauleiters Schirach and Weinrich, whose work in 
Vienna and in Hesse contrasted sadly with that of two of their highly dynamic colleagues, 
Lauterbacher of South Hanover and Hanke of Upper Silesia.[756] How much all of this 
affected the professional morale of the entire leadership corps had been revealed as early 
as 1939 by Bormann’s caustic comment that Nazi functionaries had evidently learned to 
live with “the insecurity of a political leader.” [757] 


They had also learned to live with their own ineptitude. During a war requiring that 
leadership in both the military and the civilian and governmental sectors be firmly based 
on merit and performance, the mediocrity of many party functionaries became more and 
more glaringly obvious in spite of the gradual introduction of the criterion of Leistung. 
Their behavior fell far short of the standards of ingenuity and efficiency customarily 
espoused by the Wehrmacht, by industry, and by the conventional civil service. The 
representatives of the NSDAP floundered at every level of the hierarchy from the 
beginning to the end of World War II. Thus in the Eiffel Mountains west of the Rhine near 
Koblenz, Gauleiter Gustav Simon had acquired by 1940 the reputation of being 
Germany’s sloppiest regional administrator. In the East at that time, Hans Frank and 
Arthur Seyss-Inquart, the governors of the Nazi-dominated Polish Generalgouvernement 
with headquarters in Cracow, cursed the day in October 1939 when they had brought in 
party “experts” to fill the new administrative posts opened by the Polish conquest, because 
since then nothing at all had been accomplished. On the home front the blocks and cells 
were often supervised by moronic party wardens who were too old and feeble to be sent to 
the trenches. Thus in May 1942, during a lecture on the reconstitution of Europe after the 
Final Victory, one block leader made himself the laughingstock of an educated audience in 
Berlin. “Before long he succumbed to a wild polemic against the Jews, who were held 
responsible for every conceivable ill,” recorded one listener. “Jews who had been 
wounded in the Great War were said to be just as bad. It was almost as if he blamed those 
Jews especially for having got themselves wounded so they could use this as a cover for 
today. Anything is possible on the part of these brains. The man then paused, lost his 
thread, and simply left the stand.” One Kreisleiter in a small Thuringian town who was 
obliged to make public speeches “tried hard and embroidered his rhetoric with lots of 
difficult words.” In March 1943, Goebbels, Gauleiter of Berlin, ordered Kreisleiters and 
Berlin Gau personnel to report “for a good dressing-down.” He immediately “dismissed 
two local leaders in western parts of the city who were altogether too lax.” Seven months 
later the Kreisleiter in Frankfurt found occasion to reprimand his staff for not appearing in 


public and for generally neglecting their chores. 


Meanwhile, in nearby Kassel Gauleiter Weinrich had failed completely at his task of 
civilian air-raid protection; and although assistance to the population during and after air 
raids was one of the most important responsibilities of NSDAP functionaries, Weinrich 
was not alone in losing his nerve. In Starnberg it was reported that every time the air-raid 
siren sounded, Kreisleiter Franz Buchner made a dash for the air shelter, “where he then 


would sit for a period staring into a corner. All of a sudden he would lie down on his back 


on a table-top and pump the air with his legs, before finally getting down and going 
home.” Contemporary critics agreed that the inability of local party leaders to cope with 
the bombing problems was superseded only by their vainglorious attempts to cover up 
their ineptitude. “The bombing terror is the invention of Anglo-Saxons and Jews,” a 
Stuttgart party boss assured his frightened flock in the summer of 1944.“And even if we 
shall be forced to live in shelters and in forests, we shall never surrender!” The unique 
combination of naivete and fanaticism that characterized the wartime functionaries was 
neatly expressed by a joke that made the rounds of a heavily bombed Stuttgart during the 
last years of the war. Men, women, and children are huddled together in a bunker waiting 
for the enemy attack to end. In the midst of a long-winded speech rallying support and 
sympathy for the regime, the block leader asks: “And where would we be right now, if we 
didn’t have our Führer?” Immediately a calm voice answers from the corner: “In bed.” 
These simple-minded local and regional leaders still put their trust in Menschenfiihrung. 
Significantly, the Berlin government’s chief interpreter, Paul Schmidt, recalls a Kreisleiter 
who in April 1944 was responsible for a railway disaster because apparently “he knew 
more about the leadership of men than about leading a passenger train.” At the height of 
the conflict even reasonably sophisticated insiders were under the erroneous impression 
that the party was being kept alive at home by the “sixth or seventh best” because the 


more qualified people were at the front.[758] 


Yet while the overall capability of the NSDAP functionaries sank to a new low during 
the Second World War, the number and difficulty of their tasks actually surpassed the 
peacetime level. The complicated technical and organizational problems that had to be 
solved in order to protect the civilian population were too much for the average 
functionary, who in peacetime had had to deal with liturgy rather than logistics. After 
1939, for instance, the ritualism of Schulung was replaced by a serious psychological 
effort to counteract the enemy’s propaganda, an undertaking that tested not only the 
patience but the skills of any but the most cynical party representatives. Of even greater 
importance were the roles that Ortsgruppenleiters and Kreisleiters were expected to play 
in the procurement, safeguarding, and allocation of essential foodstuffs and fuels. And 
some party bosses had to oversee salvaging operations during natural emergencies, such as 
torrential floods, for the civilian members of the relief organization Technical Emergency 
Aid, which had mastered those crises in ordinary times, had long since been incorporated 
into the armed forces.[759] 


By far the most crucial demands were made in the area of home defense. Until the front- 


line warriors assumed last-stand positions within the borders of the old Reich, this 


responsibility devolved entirely upon Hitler’s lieutenants. Years before the war, farsighted 
planners had estimated that approximately eight million Germans of every walk of life 
would have to be involved in one way or another in air-raid protection activities; 
moreover, it was clearly incumbent upon local leaders below the rank of Ortsgruppenleiter 
to assume key functions.[760] But the demands that were made after 1940 on party cadres 
of all ranks far exceeded the forecasts of the greatest prewar pessimists. If there were any 
standards left by which party leaders could be judged in the discharge of their duties, it 
was their behavior before, during, and after an Allied air raid. While the Gauleiters, who 
were raised to the position of Reich defense commissars by 1942, were held responsible 
for the orderly evacuation of especially endangered urban centers, such as the old part of 
Magdeburg, it was the Kreisleiters who had to oversee the evacuation or rescue 


operations, 


with the Ortsgruppenleiters assisting them and cleaning up the rubble. In the last three 
years of the war, party recommendations for medals or promotions were based to a very 
large extent on an individual’s performance as an air-raid warden. This was increasingly 
the case after Goebbels invoked Total War early in 1943. The fight-to-the-finish that was 
to symbolize the regime’s unbending will to survive put unbearable burdens on the 
shoulders of the common functionary and singled him out, once again, as the vanguard of 
the movement.[761] 


There is no question that the power held, whether legitimately or arbitrarily, by all 
political leaders increased substantially after the beginning of the war. Despite their 
failures in administering party and state, and despite their inferiority in internecine battles 
with such other bearers of authority as the Wehrmacht officer corps, Nazi functionaries 
were able to enlarge their sway over the civilian population, and this gave them an even 
more exaggerated sense of self-importance. Party bosses made up for whatever prestige 
they might have lost in internal party relationships by their petty autocracy over the 
people.[ 762] 


It might seem that the large measure of personal power enjoyed by functionaries would 
have been enough to once again render the party cadres’ position attractive, if only to 
those types of men who commonly thrive on the exertion of influence over their fellows. 
This power was particularly evident when professional careers, physical freedom, or life 
were at stake. Although overshadowed by the terror wielded by the Gestapo and SS since 
the beginning of the war, on which modern historiography has tended to concentrate, the 


part that the political leaders played in the subjugation of the common man — working 


hand in glove with the police and consigning many a political opponent of the regime to 


captivity, torture, or even death — has been generally overlooked. 


After September 1939 the block and cell leaders intensified their control over every 
German man, woman, and child at all levels of everyday existence: in the street, on the 
apartment stairs, and, more and more, in the air-raid shelter. It was on the routine reports 
of these local leaders that the Ortsgruppenleiters’ political assessments were based; and if 
those were unfavorable, a promising career, even one in the civil service, could be 
instantly cut short. Buoyed by their sense of authority, some local party leaders went so far 
as to exercise their prerogative by proxy, like a Zellenleiter near Wurzburg who entrusted 


his 14-year-old daughter with the task of snooping on the neighbors. 


At a slightly higher level the Ortsgruppenleiters, especially in rural areas, often ruled 
tyrannically. Of some it has recently been said that they “absolutely governed the village.” 
Apart from their political evaluations, they could grant or withhold moving permits, 
influence the type of accommodation available, and show bias in the distribution of fuels, 
foodstuffs, or clothing. An ordinary German who criticized an Ortsgruppenleiter openly 
during the war risked the concentration camp, or worse. The Ortsgruppenleiters’ political 
significance vis-a-vis the public was further enhanced by their appointment as auxiliary 
justices at political trials during the last two years of the war. Hence in April 1944 when 
Erich Knauf, a democratically minded journalist, was sentenced to death by Roland 
Freisler’s infamous People’s Court, an Ortsgruppenleiter by the name of Winter was one 
of the officials responsible for the verdict.|763] 


In keeping with their larger area of formal jurisdiction, the powers of the Kreisleiters 
were even broader. Kreisleiters had the right to use as instruments of prosecution, if not 
persecution, subdivisional party courts, the so-called Kreisgerichte; these courts had 
authority chiefly over party members, but certain of their recommendations, such as 
expulsion from the party, could trigger much more drastic actions by the Gestapo. Indeed, 
it was at the Kreisleiter level that the collaboration between the administrative party 
organs and the Gestapo appears to have taken place most frequently and most effectively. 
This was undoubtedly a function of the close interrelationship between the Kreisleiter’s 
post and various fairly elevated state offices, such as the Regierungsrat (office of state 
counselor) at which the party official technically appeared as superior to the agent of the 
(state) police. An occurrence at Waldshut, a small Baden town on the Swiss border, is 
typical of many similar, well-documented cases. On January 17, 1942, the local bandage 


maker, F.S., who allegedly had refused to contribute wool cloths to the war effort, was 


dragged from his shop by a horde of party members at the behest of Kreisleiter Dr. E. 
After Kreis officials fastened a wooden gallows, three meters high, to a nearby fire 
hydrant, they subjected S. to death threats and demeaning treatment in a mock trial. While 
the Kreisleiter watched surreptitiously from a distance, the Ortsgruppenleiter of the town 
took actual charge of the proceedings, which also included an exhortation to surrounding 
schoolchildren to spit on the culprit. After the conclusion of this “celebration,” as it was 
officially called, the craftsman was led away by an officer of the Gestapo, “whose 
presence there,” according to a bystander’s account, “obviously had not been entirely 
accidental.” Kreisleiters are also reported to have directed the near-lynchings of German 
women who had been publicly accused of being “Polish whores,” while in the eastern 
territories these functionaries might select Jews for execution and might violate and shoot 
non-Jewish prostitutes. Even more than Ortsgruppenleiters, Kreisleiters figured 
prominently as co-jurors in political kangaroo courts; by 1944 they had helped to hand 


down innumerable death sentences.[764 | 


Naturally, the uses of power, implicitly justified by the demands of Total War, were even 
more far-reaching and potent at the highest administrative level of the Gauleiters. 
Commensurate with their multiple activities as territorial party administrators, defense 
commissars, and mobilization and armaments plenipotentiaries, they held instant authority 
over life or death. These powers have been grossly underestimated because they were 
surpassed by those of the more ferocious and lethal executors of the Nazi regime such as 
the SS. Yet at the height of World War II it could indeed be fatal to spread unpleasant 
truths about a Gauleiter who reigned over his region with the air of an autonomous 
potentate, strengthened by Hitler’s constant support. Thus the hapless Hessians who in 
1942 questioned the honor of the singularly corrupt Frankfurt Gauleiter, Jakob Sprenger, 
were instantly arrested and imprisoned. Generally, however, like the omnipotent princes of 
feudal times, Gauleiters took care to present themselves as popular rulers, for such was the 
latitude of their invested powers that they could afford to grant substantial favors to the 
people. For this reason the gratuitous favoritism dispensed at the Gauleiter level was as 
much a function of the willfulness of Nazi rule as were terror and oppression. These 
functionaries’ urge to be universally recognized by their “subjects” not as tyrants but as 
benefactors inspired Gauleiter Robert Wagner to grant cash and letters of recognition to 
Germans who had been temporarily evacuated from the western borderland late in 1939; 
and whenever the general standard of living showed indications of a slump, the Gauleiters 
were the first to ostentatiously decry it.[765] 


The party leaders’ heightened consciousness of omnipotence during the war generated 


further and crasser acts of graft, corruption, and licentiousness, all in accordance with the 
laws that govern patterns of autocratic behavior. Although the party’s remuneration to its 
full-time officers continued to be more than sufficient, with a Kreisleiter earning nearly 
double the salary of a schoolteacher and a Gauleiter receiving about six times as much, the 
war provided opportunities for self-aggrandizement far beyond those that had existed in 
peacetime.[766] These temptations were difficult to resist. Petty graft and embezzlement, 
involving local party funds, valuable raw materials collected for recycling, and stocks of 
groceries and alcohol, became general at the lower level of the hierarchy. The ration-card 
system was circumvented wherever possible; black-market dealings were a popular if 
somewhat risky supplement. By 1940 even Kreisleiters, shielded by their more 
experienced superiors, were helping themselves to monies out of illegitimate “special 
accounts” that Reich Party Treasurer Schwarz found hard to trace.[767] 


To the general public, the plump cheeks and potbellies of ordinary party officials became 
as symbolic of Nazi prominence as did the automobiles requisitioned for “war purposes,” 
sumptuous living quarters, and household servants that were otherwise in very short 
supply. Nowhere were these trappings more profligate than at the Gauleiter and 
Reichsleiter levels. In East Prussia, where he still officiated when he was not in the 
Ukraine, Gauleiter Koch resided in a villa, expropriated from the Polish Prince 
Czartorisky, that overawed the visitor with its huge marble hallway. In Vienna, Gauleiter 
von Schirach soon became the private owner of several mansions; at official dinners he 
showed off his Hapsburg imperial china and silverware while liveried servants attended 
his guests. Engaging in war-profiteering schemes on an immense scale, Hitler’s paladins 
maintained private hunts, bought expensive paintings from the rapacious Göring’s 
“personal” collection, hoarded the choicest of wines and liqueurs in huge quantities, and 
threw lavish parties lasting for nights on end, often, as in the case of deputy Youth Leader 
Artur Axmann, in the company of beautiful young actresses who were obliged to 
“entertain” the men. Sexual excesses, particularly among the higher functionaries, were 
more common now than before the war. The higher up the Nazi functionaries climbed, the 
more likely they were to be carrying on in the “life style of victors” long before the 
coming of the Final Victory. And the more clearly the average German citizen saw that the 
Nazi leaders’ corruption was a direct denial of the much-celebrated Volksgemeinschaft, 
the greater became his contempt for the party. By May 1943 the security service of the SS 
in Kitzingen had reason to believe that the mounting feeling of disgust might soon lead to 


expressions of open revolt.[ 768] 


As in peacetime, Hitler remained unopposed to this moral decline. In dealing with those 


cases of misconduct that came to his personal attention, he maintained the same 
ambivalent attitude that characterized his position on other weighty issues of party and 
state unless his charismatic authority was at stake. The evidence suggests that although 
Hitler acknowledged these irregularities to critics such as Goebbels or Schwarz and 
approved of their endeavors to eradicate the irregularities as well as to discipline the entire 
party cadres, he at the same time encouraged his cronies to stock up their larders. As long 
as the National Socialist state survived, Hitler regarded corruption and immorality as 
necessary functions of intraregime rivalries, which in the final analysis supported his own 


supremacy. 


Hence in April 1940, when the war had barely begun, Hitler allowed the anxiously 
moralistic Hess to implement a “Führer Decree” curtailing the political leaders’ right to 
wear uniforms in places of public entertainment such as dance halls or bars. At the same 
time Hitler delegated power to Schwarz to eradicate the secret accounts. But two years 
later, when the misappropriations of Erich Fischer, an official in the party’s press section, 
were creating an internal scandal, Schwarz himself agreed with Goebbels that the affair 
should be hushed up. Nevertheless, Hitler was agitated enough to decide in July 1942 that 
in order to avoid conflicts of interest the high-ranking party administrators should no 
longer be permitted to serve on the controlling boards of private industry. Early in the 
following year, in a private conversation with Goebbels, Hitler went through the motions 
of condemning the high style of living so rampant in his entourage. The Führer was going 
to “forbid hunting for the duration of the war and the use of alcohol at any events 
sponsored by the party,” wrote Goebbels in his diary, but then he concluded 
apprehensively: “The Führer is disgusted. I hope he will take proper measures.” Indeed, a 
few days later, Hitler had State Secretary Lammers draw up an ordinance admonishing 
“prominent persons in the state and the Party to behave according to wartime 
requirements.” But, noted Goebbels, “this decree is quite inadequate, and I demanded 
something more severe.” Recognizing Hitler’s utterances for what they were — mere lip 
service — Goebbels did not even bother to report to the Führer that high-ranking 
functionaries, among them Frick, Rust, Darre, and Hierl, had been put into a 
compromising position through their complicity in war profiteering. Finally, in the fall of 
1943, the efficiency-minded Speer threatened to curb the territorial high-handedness of the 
Gauleiters and asked Hitler to admonish them concerning alcoholic excesses. But he got 
nowhere with the Führer. Reminiscing about this incident six years later in Spandau 
Prison, the former Reich Armaments Minister came to realize, as Rauschning had done 


much earlier, that Hitler “consciously tolerated or even deliberately promoted the 


corruption. It tied the corrupt men to him.”[769] 


But the denouement was near. In the National Socialist leadership corps the various 
crises of the past came to a head during 1944 and the first few months of 1945. In the 
aftermath of the abortive attempt on Hitler’s life on July 20, 1944, which for a short while 
strengthened the emotional bonds between the Führer and his hierarchy, Hitler, ever more 
distrustful of the Wehrmacht, delegated still more authority to the Gauleiters, chiefly in the 
area of home defense, and they then commissioned their subordinate staff accordingly. 
[770] There can be no doubt that such formal amplification of power led to an even 
greater arbitrariness on the part of NSDAP leaders toward the hard-pressed civilian 
population. By the fall of 1944, while vindictive block and cell leaders continued to snoop 
into citizens’ private affairs and filed endless reports on them, the agents of the Gauleiters 
in their capacity as regional defenders acquired the means to force all able-bodied civilians 
into the emergency paramilitary Volkssturm. Endowed with the powers of martial law, 
Kreisleiters and Gauleiters could put to death alleged war-shirkers or persons accused of 
“defeatism.” Late in January 1945 this unfortunate fate befell the deputy mayor of 
Breslau, Dr. Spielhagen, who was executed by Gauleiter Karl Hanke for “attempting to 
flee.” Gauleiter Lauterbacher of Hanover, too, threatened with death the war-weary 
Germans who had displayed white flags of surrender to the Allies in order to save their 
home towns.[771] Whether or not these measures were enacted in a mood of general 
despair is difficult to ascertain, but judging by the extent of corruption and immorality, the 
political leaders must have known that the Gotterdammerung was about to descend. The 
drinking bouts that were staged by Gauleiter Fritz Wachtler in Thuringia — until he 
himself was killed by the rival SS — and the plundering and hoarding of foodstuffs and 
valuables by intermediate cadres were evidently inspired by frustration and the fear of 
impending doom.[772] 


In those final months of the regime the political leaders abandoned any attempts at 
rationality that might have been made early in the war and returned to their former 
superstition, emotionalism, and half-truths. These once again became the basis of their 
thoughts and actions. Menschenfuhrung as an administrative principle triumphed in the 
end. Schulung was revived. Propaganda supplanted sensible politics. As a consequence 
the most absurd schemes took hold of those who had almost ceased to hope that they 
could stem the oncoming tide. Bavarian Kreisleiter Hans Dotzler, by trade a poultry 
farmer, conceived a plan early in 1945 whereby former Catholic priests serving with the 
SS were to be dropped behind Soviet enemy lines in order to incite Catholic Slavs against 


the Stalinist regime. Details of the stratagem were sent by Bormann to Himmler, who filed 


the letter without comment. Robert Ley, who was almost always drunk, worked on the 
project of a Freikorps to be made up of all those who could still pedal a bicycle, carrying a 
grenade and a rifle to fight tanks in close combat on the streets. After this was turned 
down, Ley waxed enthusiastic over the “invention” of a lethal radiation machine that 
Albert Speer was to adopt. When told about it, Speer went along in a show of mock 
support. This once ambitious Munitions Minister had long since given up hope, 
surrounded as he was by ignorance and stupidity, which, as he says, “flourished as the 
enemy approached.” [773] 


As it turned out, Schulung and Menschenfiihrung were to fail the Ortsgruppenleiters, 
Kreisleiters, and Gauleiters in their last efforts to escape disaster. Acting through Bormann 
in September 1944, Gauleiter Koch persuaded Hitler not to delegate the final defense of 
towns and villages to the more rationally oriented SS and Wehrmacht but instead to 
authorize the Gauleiters themselves to organize and direct the Volkssturm, composed of 
invalids, boys, and old men. The Gauleiters and their helpers, however, long alienated 
from military practice, were incapable of getting the Volkssturm movement off the ground. 
They could hardly cope with the masses of refugees who were pouring into the heartland 
of the Reich from the surrounding territories, let alone resist the advancing tanks. Some 
tried, like Biirckel in the West, only to give up and resign; Biirckel died under mysterious 
circumstances before the year of the Allied invasion was out. When it finally dawned on 
the Gauleiters that the days of the Third Reich were numbered, most of them, like the 
hordes of lesser leaders, could think only of themselves and how to minimize their 
personal misfortunes. Gauleiter Jordan in Halle-Merseburg went through the motions of 
“defense” until, in early May, he simply laid down his arms, sent his men away, and went 
home to his family. Karl Hanke in Breslau put up a much stiffer resistance initially — so 
stiff, in fact, that Hitler and Goebbels raved about him as “the best of our Gauleiters” — 
but then in May he suddenly took off in a small aircraft and was never seen again. It was a 
most inglorious retreat for the petty Nazi potentates, who were so devoid of honor and any 
sense of personal responsibility that they could not face up to the consequences of their 
deeds. Only an old Kreisleiter near Halle accepted personal responsibility. He first 
delivered his town intact to the Americans, against his innermost convictions, and then he 
committed suicide. In early April 1945 Bormann, before Russian soldiers killed him in the 
streets of Berlin, issued what must have been his last directive to the NSDAP’s political 
leaders: to fight on further, “either to victory or to death.” On May 4, Gauleiters Koch and 
Lohse, lodging with the caretaker government of Admiral Donitz in Flensburg, demanded 


the use of a submarine in order to escape to South America. The insanity of this idea was 


matched only by the greed and cowardice that had given it birth. Just three days later the 
Allies accepted the German Wehrmacht’s capitulation. The Thousand-Year Reich had 
fallen, as had Hitler and the leaders of his movement.[774] 


10 — SOCIAL PROFILE OF THE LEADERS 


1919-1945 


The social characteristics of the Nazi leadership cadres from 1919 to 1945 were 
determined fundamentally by the ordinary factors of social stratification. Like every other 
group of German society at the time, the Nazi functionary corps was composed of the 
usual three social layers: working class, lower middle class, and elite. These divisions 
belied the implications of Nazi propagandists that social differences or differentiations in 
rank inside the party cadres, as in the Volksgemeinschaft, were negligible, or that they 
would be neutralized by the common bond of the National Socialist idea.[775] 


Although it would be incorrect to claim that the entire Nazi functionary corps was 
staffed by “typically frustrated, lower-middle-class individuals” or by “marginal petty 
bourgeois,” there is no doubt that the representatives of that class were in the absolute 
majority. Hence the leadership corps was stamped by the value system of the German 
lower middle class, and its political and administrative actions can be viewed as the 
product of lower-middle-class mentality. This judgment, however, requires three 
reservations, all of which emphasize the importance of the elite class in the leadership. 
First, the relative proportion of elite elements was higher among the leaders than in the 
party at large or in the Reich population. Second, the elite proportion tended to increase 
with rank. And third, the elite element was particularly influential when extraordinary 
leadership was called for, as in the period between 1932 and 1934. These three points 
show that even the monopolistic party of the Nazi regime, whose corporate behavior has 
been described as impulsive, disorderly, and confused, was affected by the elite’s rules of 


rationality, performance, and efficiency. 


In this correlation between general effectiveness and social stratification, the NSDAP 
was not different from other governing elites in Germany. But in order to form a judgment 
about the efficacy of the party’s leadership corps, one must measure its efficiency against 
that of other groups or subgroups of German society — for instance, industrial trusts, 
cartels, or the army — or of other formations of the National Socialist regime such as the 
SS. For example, the precepts of rationality underlying the activities of certain 


Kreisleiters, as in the evacuation of civilians before Allied air raids, appear to have been 


sound by comparison with the anti-enemy propaganda gestures of confused block 
guardians; but they pale before the strategic decisions of Wehrmacht staff officers and the 


guidelines of the SS that activated the mass killings of Jews at Auschwitz. 


Although the Nazi leadership corps comprised the same three classes as other German 
groups, the mechanics of social stratification could be superseded and either modified or 
entirely suspended by the various marks of in-group distinction. The most significant and 
powerful of these was the status of Old Fighter. As a rule, the lower an individual’s 
NSDAP membership number was, the greater was his peer-group standing in the party and 
particularly in the leadership cadre. And since party rank correlated positively with Old 
Fighter status, the highest party cadres enjoyed not only the greatest authority but also the 
greatest measure of corporate stability and, in the last analysis, the most stable sense of 
collective identity. Old Fighter criteria of selection did not come into play at the bottom of 
the hierarchy, where personnel fluctuations were much greater, because party members of 
long standing had already risen to higher levels. These anomalies at both extremes of the 
hierarchy accentuated the recruitment problem that already was seriously complicated by 


other idiosyncrasies of the NSDAP structure. 


The future of the party was especially threatened when the social cohesion of the 
leadership corps based on vertical, socioeconomic stratification interacted negatively with 
its corporate identity based on Nazi veteran status. Because Old Fighter status was 
associated with the lower-middle-class origins of the NSDAP, and because the Old Fighter 
(lower-middle-class) mentality eventually prevailed at the highest leadership levels, the 
Old Fighter element must have continually militated against the social homogeneity 
created at those levels by mutual upper-class consciousness. Perhaps one of the more 
important reasons for the eventual failure of the Nazi leadership body as a social unit was 
that its awareness of collegiality as Adolf Hitler’s executive arm could at any time be 
punctured and even ruptured by conflicting allegiances — for instance, when the 
sentiments of conventional class distinction clashed with the peer-group pride of early 
joiners. Such inner contests, with their inevitable centrifugal ramifications — waged 
between groups, between groups and individuals, or between individuals (including top 
leaders of the party) — were marked by peculiarly ambivalent attitudes, half traditionalist 
and half revolutionary, half bourgeois and half bohemian, half pedant and half intuent. 
Never could the opposites be reconciled, as the example of Joseph Goebbels shows. How 
often this Propaganda Minister, well versed in the values of the upper middle class that 
had adopted him, and one of the early foot soldiers of the movement, went on record as 
opposing the small-mindedness of his fellow Old Fighters![776] 


Yet beyond these conflicting determinants there were elements of social definition that 
came to have a more unifying effect on the conglomerate Nazi leadership. One was the 
shared experience of deprivation and suffering before Hitler’s assumption of power. Years 
of personal sacrifice for the movement had united Hitler’s followers and stamped them, 
even in the eyes of political adversaries, as martyrs for a cause. Even before 1933, tales of 
heroic sacrifice for the fascist ideal gave rise to the hushed stories that no charismatic 
movement can do without and that eventually merge with the legends of its origins.[777] 
The profligate post-1933 Nazi literature, portraying the years of struggle in highly 
subjective terms, bears witness to the impact of historical events on the hearts of men and 
women who were facing existential crises in their lives. Out of these stark realities there 
finally emerged the necessary myths on which the survival of the Nazi movement as a 
chiliastic phenomenon depended. That these myths, so cherished by their protagonists, 
defied intellectual analysis by more critical outsiders was again a function of the petit 


bourgeois mentality with its leaning toward half-truths grounded in folklore. 


The stories of harassment and persecution prior to 1933 served as a hallmark of in-group 
distinction until 1945 and beyond, as every student of Neo-Nazism in West Germany 
knows. This unifying characteristic of Nazi cadre membership was reinforced, after 1933, 
by a new communality based on the accepted practice of graft and corruption. The fruits 
of these practices were viewed by the Nazi peer group as compensation for injuries 
sustained during the Time of Struggle, and for this reason Hitler’s coming to power 


seemed to mark the beginning of a phase of requital. 


Corruption became possible because the new leadership corps was invested with powers 
that allowed great latitude for abuse. The corps’s unconscionable interpretation of such 
powers in its own interest denoted the watershed between the new-style and the old-style 
political bureaucracies. The exercise of political power that gave free rein to personal 
whims and the private satisfaction of sensual pleasures, that ran the gamut from relatively 
innocent illicit sex to sadistic acts inflicted upon unhappy victims, was utterly opposed to 
the standards of the ascetic administrators of the Prussian school, with their roots in the 
nobility and the Bildungsbürgertum, the cultured patriciate. Of course, the extent of such 
indiscriminate use of power can only be measured relatively. Hans Mommsen’s recent 
verdict, “Party officials, unless they took on some additional state assignment, remained 
more or less impotent,” emphasizes the importance of the NSDAP’s relationship with 
other agencies of the regime, such as the Wehrmacht, the SS, or the members of the old 
bureaucracy of notables who were slowly being absorbed into the new state. After the SA 


had run its course by mid-1934, the party leadership’s virtually unlimited power over the 


population was only exceeded by that of Himmler’s police squads, but during the war the 
relative importance of the party receded. Future research may reveal whether or not it is 
justifiable to speak of a renaissance of party prerogative after the attempt on the Führer’s 
life in July 1944. Certainly, by then the NSDAP had gained important ground in its 
struggle against the teachers, who, as civil servants, were representatives of the state; by 
then the NSDAP was preparing itself to assume authority in the realm of home defense; 
the Wehrmacht was suffering various degrees of undermining by party representatives; 


and in 1945 other state organs were effectively reduced to agents of the party.[778] 


Can it then be deduced that the NSDAP leadership constituted a new elite in German 
society, as has been argued by a score of writers? No, that was not the case. The Nazi 
functionary corps was not a counterelite composed of “marginal men” on the fringe, from 
largely plebeian origins, as Daniel Lerner and others have stated.[779] Contrary to Nazi 
wisdom, the leadership was not even a collection of the most valuable party comrades. 

780 


To classify as a counterelite, the leaders would have had to bring about the completion of 
the National Socialist revolution, but this they were not able to do.[781] And, coming after 
and aping in various respects their austere Prussian precursors, they retained far too many 
epigonal characteristics to be considered a new species. After the changeover from one 
elite to the other, the new leadership was unable to take up a truly contrary posture and 
thus to function as a counterelite. There were too many elements of accommodation, of 
fusion, of absorption. In social composition alone, the pattern of mutual interactions and 
interlockings between the two groups was nearer to collusion than to collision. This 
personnel crossover worked in one of two ways: either young party specialists with the 
requisite qualifications infiltrated the traditionalist bastions and slowly bent them toward 
the regime, or upper-class men joined the Nazi cadres and openly operated on the Third 
Reich’s behalf. Often the lines were so blurred that no one could tell who the turncoats 
were. What about Count Fritz-Dietlof von der Schulenburg, for example? Did he embrace 
the Nazi movement as a scion of the old ruling clan, or did he attempt to win over his 
peers as a convinced Nazi follower? What about Albert Speer, the self-assertive “artist”? 
Was he a patrician first (as he consistently took pride in claiming) and a National Socialist 


second, or vice versa?[782] 


Nor can it be maintained that the Nazi leadership corps was composed of marginal men 
of plebeian origin. The majority of the Nazi leaders were far removed from any 


Lumpenproletariat. These representatives of the German lower middle class were as 


typically self-complacent and secure as any of the other Kleinbiirgers in city, town, or 
country. Lerner’s allusion to “plebeian” connections between the Nazi leadership and the 
populace is grossly misleading in view of the very low proportion of blue-collar workers 


in any of the Nazi cadres. 


This study has shown that the Nazi leaders became stuck midway in their journey 
toward the development of a truly innovative, even revolutionary, “elite,” as did the “Nazi 
Revolution” they heralded. Although they acquired some authority in certain areas as well 
as a discernible measure of prestige, they did not succeed in becoming new role models 
for German society. The twelve-year Reich was unable to mobilize a quick, effective 
revolution. It lasted long enough to develop some evolutionary characteristics, but not 
long enough to sustain this evolutionary course. Nazi functionaries were, therefore, social 
hybrids — revolutionaries with the jargon and mannerisms of well-fed, premature 
pensioners. Instead of developing into a new functional species, they always retained the 
marks of recently initiated novices. This made them look awkward and unsure, even when 
they were very confident inwardly.[783] “Never forget it,” exclaimed an East Prussian 
functionary at a party leaders’ gathering in early 1939, “we are the exponents, the future 
upper class!”[784] As far as it went, this statement was indisputable. At that moment the 


speaker and his audience still had every reason to believe it. 


CONCLUSION 


This analysis of the social composition of the Nazi party’s general membership and its 
leadership corps would not be complete without some last reflections. They refer to the 
differences between the two groupings, the unique role of the lower middle class in the 
party, and, more definitively, to the concept of a National Socialist “revolution,” Although 
this phenomenon has already been mentioned in various contexts on these pages, a final 
consideration of the parts of all three social classes in it — either planned or real — would 
cast more light on the general theme of continuity and change in the history of German 


society since World War I. 


There were no significant differences between the general membership and the 
functionaries with regard to their motivation for joining the party. Since the functionaries 
were usually recruited from the central membership core, the lines of division between 
membership and leadership became increasingly blurred after 1933. It was in the humble 
office of Blockleiter that ordinary members and leadership cadres most clearly merged, 
because that office was the easiest one for an ordinary party comrade to attain. Hence, 
although a block leader was technically an officer of the NSDAP, in more realistic terms 
he was an especially vulnerable party member. The functionary corps was thus a 
prominent extension of the general membership, and the membership was the popular 
fundament for the party officers. This view is strengthened by the Nazi leadership’s own 
definition of party membership: every National Socialist, whether incorporated in the 
functionary echelons or not, was to be considered a part of the revolutionary vanguard. 
Indeed, the figures available for the months just before the war show that almost one-third 
of Nazi party comrades could be identified as members of the Political Leadership Corps. 
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A superficial view of the party between 1919 and 1945 would lead one to conclude 
further that there were no discernible differences in social makeup between the rank and 
file and the functionaries. In both groups men predominated over women, the age 
structures were about the same, and the working class was underrepresented while the 
lower middle class and the elite were overrepresented. It would seem, then, that a 


judgment recently made concerning the SPD in the Weimar Republic could also be 


applied to the NSDAP: “There is very little evidence to suggest that the ... leadership was 
unrepresentative of its membership.”[786] 


But the detailed examination of the party undertaken for this study has revealed that in 
several important respects there were significant differences between the party’s rank and 


file and its leadership. 


First, male supremacy was much more pronounced in the cadres than in the general 
membership. Although the cadres never included a single member of the female sex, 


women always made up a small proportion of the rank and file. 


Second, there were differences between the age patterns of the two groups that were 
significant enough by 1939 to suggest that the survival of the Nazi party would be 
endangered by an extended period of military activity. Before 1933 the ages of both the 
functionaries and the ordinary members had tended to be comparatively low, although the 
functionaries were always a somewhat older group because of the requirement that office 
be commensurate with maturity. But after 1933 both groups found themselves in danger of 
senescence as the party gradually lost its appeal as a vehicle of social mobility for the 
young. And after 1939 the war, which drained off young men, compounded these 
problems, especially for the cadres. At this point the general membership turned, albeit 
reluctantly, to young women, the only available recruitment reservoir, and induced greater 
numbers of them to join the party. For the functionaries, such a move was impossible: 
Hitler could not part with the treasured notion of male supremacy in the highest party 
echelons. Consequently, although by 1944 the social structure of the common membership 
was changing noticeably — toward lower age levels and a larger share of women — no 
such changes were occurring in the leadership corps, which remained exclusively male 
and was growing increasingly older. A projection of these conditions in an undefeated 
German Reich well beyond May 1945 would portray the leadership as a near-gerontocracy 
and the ordinary membership as a massive retinue of youthful women. Though this 
projection is entirely hypothetical, it illustrates the divergent patterns of growth of the 
functionaries and general membership — patterns that conflict with the image of relative 


uniformity evident in the movement before 1933. 


Third, there were differences in social stratification. While the elite was consistently 
overrepresented in the rank and file of the party, this situation was more evident in the 
cadres: the higher the cadre, the greater the degree of elite overrepresentation. The 
converse applied to the working class: always underrepresented in both formations, this 


class was far less in evidence in the cadres, and its representation there declined with 


increasing rank. 


In previous chapters, these conditions have been linked, through the application of a 
formula equating upper-class status with rationality, to the persistence of a pattern of 
rational administration harking back to pre-Nazi days, without which the “revolutionary” 
NSDAP bureaucracy could not have functioned. The fact that this rationality, as 
symbolized by the principle of Leistung or efficiency, was overshadowed until the end of 
the Third Reich by the counterprinciple of Menschenführung (“leadership of men”), has 
been traced to the predominance of lower-middle-class elements in the NSDAP. These 
elements were about equally overrepresented in both the general membership and the 
leadership corps; in fact, their overriding presence in both formations suggests similarities 
rather than the differences between the NSDAP’s mass base and its leaders. Moreover, the 
historically important role that representatives of the lower middle class played in the 
foundation of the party, their continued numerical strength in it, and the specific value 
system with which they imbued it mark this class as the single most important influence in 
the development of the NSDAP from 1919 to 1945. 


Judged from the point of view of party membership (both rank and file and leadership 
corps), the National Socialist movement was indeed a preeminently lower-middle-class 
phenomenon, as several scholars, notably Seymour Martin Lipset, have already declared. 
Not only is there no “need to abandon the middle-class thesis of Nazism,” as has most 
recently been urged, but it would be folly to do so. Insofar as National Socialism is 
concerned, Wolfgang Sauer’s judgment is still valid “that the lower middle classes, both 
rural and urban, were at least one of the major social components of fascist 
movements.” [787] 


This reaffirmation of a well-established view must, however, be accompanied by some 
important qualifications. In principle, they revolve around the concept of revolution.[788] 
If the view is tenable that members of the lower middle class came to dominate National 
Socialism and the Third Reich to the point of neutralizing the power of the former ruling 
class, one might reasonably assume that they attained their positions of power through 
revolution. One argument against this view has been advanced by Arno Mayer, who holds 
that in modern Europe the lower middle class has been known for “a predisposition 
against revolutionary confrontation” rather than for revolution. At the most, Mayer thinks 
that the petite bourgeoisie has been capable of “negative unity in defense of the status quo 
against a revolutionary challenge.”[789] A similar argument has been offered by Arthur 


Schweitzer, who claims that prototypical representatives of the lower middle class (the old 


middle class) have lacked revolutionary aims, inasmuch as National Socialism perpetuated 


such long established notions, as the “conservative ideology of status.” [790] 


But there is absolutely no doubt that Hitler and his followers perceived themselves as the 
revolutionary vanguard of a movement bent on effecting fundamental changes in the 
existing structure of society.[791] One of the objects of a Nazi “revolution” would have 
been the removal of the traditional elite and its replacement by the NSDAP functionaries. 
The key question, therefore, is whether the documentation of the intent of revolution is 
tantamount to saying that this revolution actually took place — and hence that the lower- 


middle-class functionaries of the NSDAP were genuine revolutionaries. 


On this point, a few observations may be made. One of the more startling findings of 
this study has been the consistency of elite overrepresentation in the Nazi party from 1919 
to 1945. There are three possible explanations for this phenomenon. (1) Whatever the 
(lower-middle-class) tenets of National Socialism may have been, many members of the 
elite felt a distinct affinity for them and were ready to forsake the elite value system that 
had governed the mentality and behavior of their predecessors. It is conceivable, for 
instance, that many of the New Functionaries who joined the Nazi corps toward the end of 
the Weimar Republic were of that ilk. For whatever reason, they were on the brink of 
losing, or had already lost, their faith in the old order while nominally belonging to it. 
Count Schulenburg and Albert Speer were probably among them. (2) Since members of 
the elite were accustomed to ruling, they jumped on the National Socialist bandwagon in 
order either to avoid losing their old positions of influence or to gain new powers. Such an 
attitude of cynical opportunism was exemplified by Reinhard Heydrich, the former naval 
officer who became Himmler’s deputy police chief, and by Dr. Werner Best, the 
administrative jurist who was appointed Nazi governor of Denmark. (3) Many members of 
the old elite teamed up with the Nazi party in order to protect themselves from physical 
extinction by “retarding the radi-calization of the revolution,” as Rauschning succinctly 
put it.[792] 


The extinction of the old elite was indeed envisioned by the would-be revolutionaries. 
But it was impeded and temporarily halted by two factors that the Nazi rulers had not 
foreseen.[793] First, Hitler and his cronies had underestimated the extent to which 
members of the old ruling order would join the movement. To remove these members 
would have amounted to a partial purge of the party, and purges, while sometimes a 
necessary instrument of totalitarian rule, may be extremely dangerous for the leadership. 


Second, the Nazi rulers were always dependent on the old elite to maintain the essential 


functions of government, if not of the party, because the Nazi system itself failed to 
produce enough efficient leaders of the new type. This situation naturally increased 
Hitler’s hatred of the old elite and strengthened his resolve to destroy it.[794] These two 
factors continued to restrain the Führer until after the Putsch of July 1944, when he finally 
undertook to eradicate the elite. In this area World War II, also, blocked the Nazi 


revolution rather than helping it along, as has sometimes been claimed.[795] 


Finally, the Nazi “revolutionaries” intended to close the gap between the working class 
and the other classes — or rather, the only remaining class, the lower middle class — once 
the removal of the old elite had been accomplished. Ideally, the historic proletariat would 
have merged with the historic lower middle class to create the new Volksgemeinschaft. 
Judging by the party’s membership, by about 1942 the Nazis had gone a long way toward 
attracting an ever-greater number of workers to their movement by offering them bread 
and circuses as well as managing to suppress Marxist dogma capable of deterring 
proletarian would-be converts from accepting Hitler’s brand of socialism.[796] But in this 
respect, also, the Nazi revolutionaries were destined to fail. Till the end of the Third Reich 
the working class stayed underrepresented in the common membership, to say nothing of 


the leadership corps. 


On balance, then, the Nazi revolution remained unfinished. Perhaps it was a partial 
revolution, and its flagbearers were partial revolutionaries. But it was not a permanent 
revolution, programmed to go on forever, as Rauschning had envisaged in 1937.[797] It is 
impossible to conceive, in fact, of the smugly entrenched Nazi bosses as a hard core of 
“permanent revolutionaries” and of the millions of common Nazi members as their loyal 
followers. Whatever else they may have been before January 1933, by 1944 the party 
officials obviously lacked the asceticism, the stamina, the determination, and, last but not 
least, the intelligence of the true revolutionary, even if they did not lack his ruthlessness. 
Yet even by the end of the Third Reich the Nazi party had not accomplished through 
brutality and force what it had failed to do through persuasion and direction: to remove the 
old class differences and forge a new völkisch community. Instead, the class conditions 
that had prevailed after 1918 and again after 1933 continued, to a large extent, to prevail 
after 1945.[798] 
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